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ABSTRACT

IMPACTS OF DIFFERENT FORMS OF TEACHER FEEDBACK ON STUDENT MINDSET
BELIEFS AND GOAL ORIENTATION

Matrisa Ann Shadley, MSEd
Department of Leadership, Educational Psychology and Foundations
Northern Illinois University, 2018
Lee Shumow, Director
This thesis examines the type of feedback 12th-grade AP English literature students
received from their teacher on their written assignments and the students’ perceptions of their
teacher’s feedback. It also examines associations between that feedback and students’ mastery
goal orientation, mindset toward writing, as well as the revisions and improvement they make in
their writing skills over the course of a school year. The goal of the current study was to identify
the types of feedback that impact an adolescent’s value of effort and the writing process.
Descriptive statistics, hierarchical multiple regression, and binary logistic regression were
used to analyze objectively coded teacher feedback and student survey responses. The most
common type of feedback the 12th-grade AP English literature students received was directive
comments focused on the content/ideas of the students’ essays. Students perceived their teacher’s
feedback was useful as a guide for improving their writing skills. There was not a statistically
significant relationship between teacher feedback and the student’s mindset or goal orientation,
but future studies may be able to reexamine this relationship with different factors and/or a larger
sample size.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

The type of feedback we give students has a significant impact on their motivation and
achievement (Dweck, 2000; Zentall & Morris, 2010). Feedback focused on a student’s
intelligence or ability— “you’re smart”; “you’re a good painter”—does not reinforce the
importance of effort when completing a task (Zentall & Morris, 2010). Feedback focused on
intelligence or ability tends to send a message that if a student cannot do a task well when they
first try then he or she is not “good at it.” Messages like these can contribute to a student’s fixed
mindset and development of performance approach goals and helpless orientation, signaling they
do not have control of their achievement of a task—the student either can or cannot (Zentall &
Morris, 2010). When intelligence or ability is the focus of feedback, a student’s motivation to
overcome challenges may be undermined (Dweck, 2006, p. 177). Feedback focused on a
student’s effort and the steps taken to achieve a goal are more growth mindset focused,
indicating to the student that he or she has the ability to put forth effort, learn from feedback, and
improve skills—the student can if he or she continues to try and persevere (Dweck, 2000; Zentall
& Morris, 2010).
Feedback has been shown to influence the motivational goal orientations students have.
Students with performance approach goals often concentrate on the grade or evaluation they
receive after completing a task (Dweck, 2000, p. 16). On the other hand, feedback that highlights
the effort and steps a student took, or can take, to achieve a goal or skill has a positive impact on
one’s motivation and goal orientation. Students with a growth mindset tend to focus on mastery
goals and concentrate on developing skills and ability (Dweck, 2000).
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Much of the research pertaining to how feedback impacts mindset is focused on
elementary and middle school students or on students studying STEM subjects. The purpose of
this study is first to examine the type of feedback 12th-grade AP English literature students
receive on their written assignments. Second, I will examine associations between that feedback
and students’ mastery goal orientation, mindset toward writing, as well as the revisions and
improvement they make in their writing skills over the course of a year. The goal is to identify
the types of feedback that impact an adolescent’s value of effort and the writing process.
Beliefs About Learning

Most adolescents begin high school with established beliefs about the learning process.
Many enjoy learning for the sake of developing new skills and studying new content, but many
others see learning predominantly as a means to an end. Some students begin high school with
the idea that the purpose of each class is to receive a “good grade,” usually defined as an A or at
worst a B. The beliefs students have about the learning process signify their mindset and goal
orientation. An individual’s mindset and goal orientation will influence their persistence when
learning challenging skills or content, which in turn influences their overall achievement or in
what they choose to be successful.
Fixed mindset and performance approach-orientated students tend to avoid challenges,
ignore constructive feedback, and give up easily. Growth mindset and mastery-orientated
individuals have the propensity to value learning for the sake of developing their intelligence, see
challenges as ways to improve their skills, and believe effort is essential to achievement (Dweck,
2000). Researchers such as Dweck (2000) and Ames (1992) argue that an emphasis on growth
mindset and mastery orientation in the classroom can help students learn how to persevere and
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overcome the challenges they may encounter. If teachers ignore the performance approach
orientation and fixed mindset of students in school, without teaching these students they have a
choice and the ability to take control of their learning, students may not be prepared to grapple
with the challenges they face as they continue their learning, enter the workplace, or establish
relationships.
Effort is also important. We all need to put forth effort to achieve goals in life, regardless
of whether those goals are simple or complex. When a person views effort as useful and
necessary for improving his or her skills, the individual may be more willing to try new tasks and
develop new skills, which can help him or her achieve greater levels of success than sticking to
the tasks at which they already know they do well (Dweck, 2000). Professionals who teach and
supervise in both academic and nonacademic settings should be aware of the impact their
feedback has on young people and employees. By learning about the value of effort and the
impact it has on our success, teachers can begin to understand the true role they have in their
success and the success of others.
According to Carol S. Dweck (2000), there are two different views of intelligence (p. 2)
and these views highlight an individual’s mindset: fixed or growth mindset. An individual with a
fixed mindset believes one is born with a certain amount of intelligence and does not believe
increasing one’s intelligence is possible. Fixed mindset causes a person to focus on the judgment
of one’s intelligence—these individuals want to “look smart” (Dweck, 2000, p. 3). The best way
for them to appear intelligent is to need as little effort as possible to achieve a task or learn a skill
and to perform better than their peers. If they have put forth effort or if other people do better
than they did, individuals with a fixed mindset will doubt their own abilities (Dweck, 2000, p. 3).
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Their intelligence beliefs cause them to avoid learning activities that have the potential to be
challenging because those activities could cause them to initially struggle. Any setback in the
individual’s success, whether he or she could eventually overcome it or not, would again threaten
one’s view of one’s own intelligence. Consequently, the individual can develop a helpless
response to failure, believing he or she does not have the ability to overcome this setback (Ames,
1992; Dweck, 2000).
Growth mindset is an alternate view of intelligence. An individual with a growth mindset
believes she can develop and grow her intelligence and abilities through the learning process.
These individuals believe that if they put forth the appropriate amount and kind of effort they can
develop new skills and learn new content. Individuals with a growth mindset value learning and
see effort as a positive use of their energy. They are not discouraged when they initially struggle
to learn a new task; they are willing to overcome setbacks in their achievement for the sake of
learning (Dweck, 2000, p. 3). An individual with a growth mindset wants to engage in
challenging tasks, so he can expand his intelligence and ability. A growth mindset causes a
person to feel intelligent when one learns learn new skills and use those new skills to continue
developing one’s abilities (Dweck, 2000, p. 4). The view of intelligence an individual has aligns
with one’s goal orientation. Fixed mindset relates to performance approach goals; their
descriptions are almost identical (Dweck, 2000). Likewise, growth mindset and mastery goals
are very similar.
People with a fixed mindset and performance approach orientation can be successful in
life, but they will often have a more negative experience of the challenges they face. Challenges
do not have to be entirely negative. All people may experience a degree of stress when they face
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a challenge (Mueller & Dweck, 1998). Stress can be motivating and indicate concern or value for
the task at hand. When an individual has continued negative experiences of challenges and stress,
he or she can develop a helpless response to challenge and give up or avoid these experiences
more readily than those who see challenge as an avenue for the development of their skills
(Mueller & Dweck, 1998).
Goal orientations develop based on how intelligence is viewed (Dweck, 2000). Many
researchers have examined goal orientation. The two distinctions at the forefront of this research
are performance and mastery goals (Ames, 1992, p. 261). Performance goals (both approach and
avoidance) focus on the judgment of ability (Ames, 1992; Ames & Archer, 1988; Dweck, 2000).
Performance-goal-orientated individuals concentrate on how they measure up to the abilities of
others. In school, they will use grades as a measure, and in the workplace, they will often use
feedback on the speed or number of their targets reached. Appearances are of the utmost concern
to those with a performance goal orientation. Performance goals shift the achievement focus to
how intelligent or successful an individual appears to be (Dweck, 2000, p. 15), not what she is
learning. Individuals with a performance goal orientation not only want to be judged as smart
based on their own grades, but they specifically want to be assessed as “better than others”
(Ames, 1992; Ames & Archer, 1988). Midgley, Kaplan and Middleton (2001) state a distinction
between approach and avoidance: “approach (an orientation to demonstrating ability) and
avoidance (an orientation to avoiding the demonstration of lack of ability)” (p. 77). Ames (1992)
argues that expending effort often actually endangers the performance-orientated individual’s
self-assessment of ability and intelligence (p. 262). According to this goal orientation, the
individual achieves success when he or she does not need to put forth very much effort. If a task
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or skill is challenging, the individual has a negative view of his or her own intelligence and
believes others will too, so such a person will avoid challenging activities or skills.
In contrast, people with mastery goals focus on learning. Individuals with mastery goals
want to learn to develop new skills, master a challenging task, or learn new content (Ames, 1992;
Ames & Archer, 1988; Dweck, 2000). Mastery goals often lead to more intrinsic motivation
because extrinsic factors are not valued above learning itself (Ames, 1992). Receiving a low
grade or feedback that highlights areas of improvement is not a threat to their understanding of
their own intelligence. Appearances are not a primary concern. The concern is learning for the
sake of improving and effort is seen as essential to achievement. When learning is the primary
goal, the effort and strategies the individual uses, or can use, are the focus when he or she is
attempting a new skill or learning new content. According to Ames (1992), there is more of a
“willingness to engage in the process of learning” (p. 262). Challenges are perceived as
highlighting an area the individual needs to improve or develop, and, as a result, one does not
avoid these new experiences. One is more willing to take the risk of struggling, so such people
can improve their skills in new areas.
Influence of Feedback on Mindset and Goal Orientation

The feedback teachers give students sends messages about the mindset and goal
orientation that is emphasized in that class, which in turn is expected to influence students to
focus on a specific mindset and goal orientation (Dweck, 1999, 2000; Mueller & Dweck, 1998;
Schmidt & Shumow, 2014). When teachers provide predominantly ability- or intelligence-based
feedback (making statements like “Good job—you got an A!”), students are likely to interpret
that they should continue to focus on getting a good grade. The emphasis on the grade and
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getting the gratification of looking smart can steer students toward a fixed mindset and
performance approach goals (Dweck, 1999, 2000; Mueller & Dweck, 1998). When teachers
provide mostly effort-based feedback, (making statements like “You provided specific and clear
detail which improved the quality of your paragraph”), the student understands what she did that
helped her succeed, which empowers her to focus effort in a similarly beneficial way as the work
to strengthen and improve skills. Students additionally interpret that they should continue to put
forth effort and use strategies that improve their skills. In experimental studies, focusing on
effort, and the strategies used to achieve a task, steered students toward a growth mindset and
mastery goals (Dweck, 1999, 2000; Mueller & Dweck, 1998). The studies cited here have been
conducted in laboratory settings, but the current study will examine the relationship between
feedback and both mindset and goal orientation in the classroom.
It is important to extend the study of feedback to classroom settings. Teachers, parents,
and employers often offer feedback on an individual’s achievement to indicate how the person is
doing on an assigned task. The ubiquity of feedback highlights the importance of being aware of
the influence of the type of feedback that is given. Two types of feedback that have been shown
to have a significant impact on an individual’s mindset and goal orientation in laboratory studies
are intelligence-focused feedback and effort-focused feedback (Dweck, 2000; Mueller & Dweck,
1998; Zentall & Morris, 2010).
Scholars refer to the practice of telling students they are “smart” as one of the most
common examples of an intelligence-focused praise feedback (Dweck, 2000; Mueller & Dweck,
1998; Zentall & Morris, 2010). Feedback focused on the individual’s intelligence does not
undermine effort when the person is achieving their goals (Dweck, 2000). However, when the
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individual experiences a setback in his achievement, the intelligence-focused feedback sends a
different message. Students who have been told they are smart or good at a task or in a subject
will be motivated to continue to “prove that they are intelligent by” getting good grades (Mueller
& Dweck, 1998, p. 33). If a student receives low grades or struggles to learn a new skill, there is
a risk that the individual will begin to believe he or she is not intelligent or good at that activity,
which could trigger a helpless response, causing the individual to give up when he or she
experiences a challenge (Dweck, 2000; Mueller & Dweck, 1998; Zentall & Morris, 2010). The
student may feel powerless to change the outcome because those with a fixed mindset believe
that they cannot change their intelligence or ability. Intelligence-focused feedback fosters a fixed
mindset and performance goals, leading the individual receiving praise to value getting good
grades, doing better than others, and an avoidance of challenge—in the case of performance
avoidance (Ames, 1992; Dweck, 2000; Mueller & Dweck, 1998; Zentall & Morris, 2010).
Another type of feedback is effort-focused feedback, which focuses on the strategies
used, or those that could be used, to complete a task or learn a new skill (Dweck, 2000; Mueller
& Dweck, 1998; Zentall & Morris, 2010). Examples of feedback focused on effort include “You
must have tried really hard” and “You found the right way to do it; could you think of other ways
that would also work?” (Dweck, 2000; Zentall & Morris, 2010). Individuals who receive effortfocused praise are more likely to learn that the strategies they used led to their success, not the
intelligence with which they began the task (Mueller & Dweck, 1998, p. 34). They will also be
more likely to value the feedback that highlights strategies they could try to use when they
struggle to learn a new skill or task. Ames (1992) argues the type of feedback given sends a
message about what is of value in the learning process (p. 264). If feedback focuses on effort,
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students will learn that their effort is of more value than their grade, which will foster a growth
mindset and mastery goals, and they will not feel that the feedback they receive on how they
could improve threatens their intelligence.
The current study focuses on writing skills. It is essential that students learn how to
develop and advance their writing skills. The new Common Core standards emphasize writing
skills because writing is so necessary for effective communication in university and professional
experiences. Although courses across the curriculum include writing assignments, English
courses are primarily responsible for teaching students how to write. Many studies have shown
the importance of teacher feedback and student revisions in the writing process (Baradine,
Baradine, & Deegan, 2000; Beason, 1993; Dohrer, 1991; Ferris, 1995; Ransdell, 1999;
Underwood & Tregidgo, 2006; Williams, 1997). Some past studies have found that student
perceptions of teacher feedback tend to differ from the teacher’s intentions (Baradine et al.,
2000; Ferris, 1995; Williams, 1997). The current study will examine how adolescent students
perceive their teacher’s feedback and what form of feedback is most effective for improving
student writing. Student revisions are not always required for assignments, but research has
shown that an excellent way to help students improve their writing is through revision of their
writing based on teacher feedback. The current study will utilize data from a course in which
revisions are voluntary for most assignments. Students revisions were only required for the first
assignment so that they understood the revision process. Voluntary revision of assignments
allowed for data to be collected on the students’ motivations for making revisions. The current
study also examined the impact of teacher feedback and student revisions on the improvement of
the students’ writing skills.
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Research Questions

The current study investigated several questions: 1. What kind of feedback did a teacher
of 12th-grade AP literature give students on their essays (writing assignments)? 2. Was the type
of feedback 12th-grade AP literature students received related to change in their mindset beliefs
about learning to write and their goal orientation in the AP literature class? 3a. How did students
describe their teacher’s feedback and their (the students’) use of it? 3b. Does objectively
measured (coded) types of feedback predict students’ choice to revise their writing?
Operational Definitions

For the purposes of this study, the central constructs (performance approach goals,
mastery goals, fixed mindset, growth mindset, and feedback) were defined as follows.
Performance approach goals and fixed mindset were indicated by a student’s primary
focus on grades, the desire to look smart or intelligent, avoidance of perceived challenging
activities, and a low value of effort. Performance approach goals were measured with items (15,
22, and 26) on the Mindset and Feedback Survey. Those items measured students’ focus on
grades and self-comparison to others. Fixed mindset was measured with items (2, 7, 11, 14, 16,
20, 26, 29, and 30) on the same survey. Those items measured attitudes toward effort and
challenges.
Mastery goals and a growth mindset were indicated by a student’s primary focus on
learning for the sake of learning, the desire to develop and master new skills and tasks, a
persistence to overcome perceived challenging tasks, and a belief that effort is necessary to
achieve. Mastery goal orientation was measured with items (8, 10, 17, 24, and 25) on the
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Mindset and Feedback Survey that pertain to a value of learning and improving new skills.
Growth mindset was measured with items (4, 6, 9, 13, 18, 21, 23, 25, 27, and 28) on the same
survey which pertained to values of effort and challenging/new learning opportunities.
Feedback is defined as any written comments or corrections made by the teacher on
student writing assignments. Each instance was coded as either facilitative or directive.
According to Ransdell (1999), facilitative feedback is indicated when “the instructor helps the
students rethink the paper analytically. For example, ‘What do you hope your readers will
understand your thesis to be’” (p. 269). Facilitative feedback is more suggestive and guiding than
a direct statement of what is wrong (or needs to be improved) and what specific change to make.
Ransdell (1999) described directive feedback as “suggestions written on students’ drafts of
essays made in an authoritative or imperative manner” (p. 269).
Feedback was also coded as related to the organization, content/ideas,
grammar/mechanics, or vocabulary of the students’ writing. Organization relates to the
“transition, flow, and order” of a paper (Beason, 1993), specifically, how the writer presented
perspective, arguments, and evidence within the paper. The content and ideas of the paper
included the information and arguments the writer presented. Grammar and mechanics referred
to the sentence structure, “spelling, punctuation, and capitalization” within the writing pieces
(Ferris, 1995). Vocabulary coding related to word choice.

CHAPTER 2: FRAMING

Mindset and Adolescent Academic Adjustment

The current study was grounded on the work of Carol S. Dweck on theories of
intelligence and adolescent motivation. According to Dweck, an adolescent’s view of
intelligence and ability, a concept that has come to be labelled as mindset, influences her or his
motivation to learn new and challenging tasks. Dweck (2000) focused on two mindsets referred
to as fixed and growth mindsets. She noted that an adolescent with a fixed mindset will focus on
the need to perform well compared to one’s peers (2000, p. 3) and that getting good grades and
appearing smart motivate a student with a fixed mindset. Learning new tasks that are potentially
challenging does not motivate a student with this mindset because challenging tasks risk the
student’s appearance of intelligence. A fixed mindset will cause a student to avoid or give up on
challenging new tasks because one does not want to do poorly and consequently feel less
intelligent (Dweck, 2000, p. 3). However, adolescents with growth mindsets find motivation in
their desire to improve their skills and increase their knowledge (Dweck, 2000, p. 3). Students
with a growth mindset persevere when they encounter challenging tasks because they believe
that effort and challenge are necessary to improving their skills. They feel positively about
improving or advancing their skills. They may get good grades but that is not their primary
motivation (Dweck, 2000, p. 3).
Past research has referred to mindset as implicit theories of intelligence (Blackwell,
Trzesniewski, & Dweck, 2007; Dweck, 2000; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Implicit theories of
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intelligence distinguish how one views one’s abilities and intelligence and categorizes those
beliefs as either entity or incremental theories of intelligence. The present study refers to these
distinctions as fixed and growth mindsets, which were terms Dweck also developed. Fixed
mindset refers to the entity theory of intelligence, and growth mindset refers to the incremental
theory of intelligence.
The current study focused on the development of a student’s mindset through teacher
feedback and the relationship between that feedback and change in the student’s mindset and the
relationship between feedback and student improvement in writing in a 12th-grade high school
AP literature class. Writing skills were a focus for this study because of their importance to the
academic and professional development of adolescents. Students work on their writing skills in
many of their high school classes, particularly their English and social studies classes. As
adolescents advance to college and their careers, they need well-developed writing skills to
enable them to communicate effectively. Thus, the current study was conducted in an AP English
course because writing is the primary focus in that class.
An adolescent’s mindset and motivation are critical during transitional periods (Dweck,
1999, p. 4), yet research into the role of mindset during their last years of high school, when
students are preparing to transition out of high school, has been minimal. This study attempted
to extend the research by exploring that period. Students with a growth mindset during the
integral senior year of high school were expected to persevere and expend more effort to
improve their skills than those who have a fixed mindset. A fixed mindset often leads to a
helpless response and the desire to give up or only focus on skills at which the student already
excels (Dweck, 1999, p. 4). The central purpose of this study was to examine how teacher
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feedback affects students’ beliefs (mindset and goal orientation) and behaviors (revision and
improvement).
Several researchers have found that individuals with fixed mindset beliefs view
intelligence and ability as relatively unchangeable and the need to put forth effort as an
indication of lacking abilities (Dweck, 2000). Fixed mindset is related to performance approach
goal orientation and a helpless response to setbacks. On the other hand, these researchers have
found that growth mindset, the belief that it is possible to improve one’s intelligence and ability
and that effort is necessary to advance one’s skills and intelligence (Dweck, 2000), is highly
related to mastery goal orientation and a mastery-orientated response to setbacks. Blackwell,
Trzesniewski, and Dweck (2007) and Dweck (2007) found that there is a relationship between
student mindset and achievement as well.
Adolescent Achievement

Blackwell and colleagues (2007) conducted two studies that focused on the relationship
between student mindset and achievement in junior high math courses. They examined the
achievement of 7th- and 8th-grade students over two years starting when they transitioned from
elementary school into junior high school. The transition of elementary to junior high was
discussed as a challenging experience for many young adolescents because they are navigating
through new academic expectations and settings, new social experiences, and “maturational
changes” (Blackwell et al., 2007, p. 246). The challenge of this experience often leads
adolescents to struggle academically, and their mindset contributes to their response to these new
struggles. The current study extended the examination of adolescent achievement in a
transitional year to students in their last year of high school. The students in the AP English
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course were 12th graders who were preparing to transition to post secondary goals, whether that
be work or additional schooling, and the new academic, professional, and social challenges this
experience poses.
Blackwell and colleagues’ (2007) first study focused specifically on the relationship
between the participants’ mindsets and their achievement in math after two years at a New York
City public junior high. The researchers found that participant mindset during the transition to 7th
grade “became a significant predictor of their mathematics achievement” (Blackwell et al., 2007,
p. 251). The participants who had a more developed growth mindset going into the 7th grade had
better grades in math by the conclusion of their 8th-grade year. The second study examined the
relationship between teaching mindset to adolescents in a transitional year and their motivation
and expense of effort in math (Blackwell et al., 2007, p. 253). Blackwell and colleagues (2007)
found that teaching students about growth and fixed mindsets had the most impact on those
participants who entered 7th grade with a fixed mindset. Those students who “endorsed a more
[growth mindset] increased [their performance] in math,” leading them to receive better grades
(Blackwell et al., 2007, p. 258). Blackwell and colleagues’ (2007) findings lend credence to the
argument advanced by the current study about the importance of emphasizing growth mindset to
positively affect students’ achievement. Dweck and others have tended to focus on elementary
and middle school students in the areas of mathematics and science. This study extended the
investigation of the relationship between mindset and achievement to high school writing skill.
Goal Orientation

Several researchers have found that goal orientation impacts student achievement in and
attitudes toward a course. Overall, mastery goals relate to positive academic outcomes, positive
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attitudes toward the course, a positive value of effort, and willingness to engage in challenging
tasks (Ames & Archer, 1988). Performance goals were not found to have a similar positive
impact on the attitude and engagement of students in a course (Ames & Archer, 1988). Several
researchers have also found that students’ goal orientation and perceived ability relate to their
response when completing challenging tasks. Depending on the student’s goal (performance or
mastery) and perceived ability (low or high), the student may display a helpless or mastery
response when needing to complete a challenging task (Elliot & Dweck, 1988). The helpless
response led students to give up on or avoid challenging tasks, and the mastery response led
students to persist and choose challenging tasks. The relation between goal orientation and
response to challenging tasks was relevant to the current study because I was interested in how
goal orientation would relate to students’ willingness to persist and improve their writing skills in
an advanced high school English course.
Ames and Archer (1988) focused their study on the relationship between motivation
patterns and goal orientation in classroom settings (p. 260). The theory at the foundation of the
study was goal orientation theory, and they focused specifically on performance and mastery
goals. Ames and Archer (1988) were interested in how the goals that are emphasized by the
teacher in the class relate to student views of their experience in a class, the assignments they
choose, and opinions of “the causes of success and failure” (p. 260). They also wanted to know
how the goals emphasized in class related to the learning strategies students chose and used to
study and complete tasks. They chose high-achieving students; the study participants were from
a school, that required high standardized test scores for enrollment (Ames & Archer, 1988, p.
262). The current study extended the focus to seniors of common achievement levels at a rural
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public high school. The participants in the current study were taking an AP English course. The
AP classification tends to attract high-achieving students who accept the challenging, rigorous,
and advanced curriculum that makes up the course. The students who participated in Ames and
Archer’s study were randomly selected from a variety of content classes (Ames & Archer, 1988,
p. 262); the participants for the current study were selected from one content course—12th-grade
AP literature. Ames and Archer (1988) used questionnaires with items designed to measure goal
orientation, learning strategies, task challenge, and attitude toward class (p. 262).
The current study also used questionnaires with items focused on measuring goal
orientation, mindset, and attitudes toward class. Ames and Archer (1988) found that goal
orientation supplies a method for discerning student views “of classroom learning environment”
(p. 264). Depending on the goals emphasized by the teacher, students displayed diverse
preferences for various learning strategies, tasks, “attitude toward the class, and beliefs about the
causes of success and failure” (Ames & Archer, 1988, p. 264). They found that the emphasis of
mastery goals promoted a learning environment and attitude “necessary to sustain” student
engagement in the learning process and the tendency of students to choose tasks that would
further develop and advance their skills (Ames & Archer, 1988, p. 264). The prominence of
mastery goals in the class also led students to rate their attitude towards the class more positively
and report a value of effort to achieve success. Ames and Archer (1988) reported that their
findings were consistent with other research, emphasizing that a mastery-goal-orientated
classroom environment can decrease the “impact of learner characteristics (i.e. self-perceptions
of ability) on achievement” (p. 264). The justifications for the current study were consistent with
Ames and Archer’s (1988) findings.
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Elliot and Dweck (1988) focused their study on how goal orientation related to student
response patterns (p. 5). They referenced the two prominent goal orientations as performance
goals and learning goals; however, the current study uses the terms “performance approach
goals” and “mastery goals”—learning and mastery goals being synonymous between the two
studies. Elliot and Dweck (1988) used a laboratory setting for their study. The participants were
taken out of a classroom setting to work with specific “experimenters” who were part of the
study. Few studies are conducted in a real-world classroom study with students enrolled in
challenging courses, like AP writing. In Elliot and Dweck’s (1988) study, the participants were
asked to complete a task and then were told they had either high or low ability in completing that
task; they split the task performance feedback 50/50 between low and high ability. Then students
received directions that focused on “either a learning or performance goal” (Elliot & Dweck,
1988, p. 6); again, the participants were split 50/50 between the goal directions. The study
measured the participants’ “choice of tasks, performance during difficulty,” and verbal
comments when they struggled while completing a task (Elliot & Dweck, 1988, p. 6). Elliot and
Dweck (1988) found that if the comments emphasized performance goals and the participants
believed they had low ability, they displayed a helpless response, indicating their low
performance was due to their low ability (p. 10). The participants who were given performance
goal directions and believed they had high ability displayed mastery-orientated responses (i.e.,
trying to figure out solutions to challenging tasks), but they did not seek out tasks that could
further develop advanced skills if there was a chance their errors would be known by others. On
the other hand, the participants who received mastery-orientated directions responded in a
mastery-orientated manner no matter how they perceived their current abilities; “they opted for
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challenging tasks and did not forego opportunities to learn new skills, even with public errors”
(Elliot & Dweck, 1988, p. 10). Elliot and Dweck’s (1988) study and findings further justified the
focus of the current study to find how specific types of feedback relate to the goal orientation and
persistence of students to improve their writing skills.
The current study focused on mindset and goal orientation because of their close ties to
each other and to the academic motivation of adolescents. Dweck and Leggett (1988) reviewed
findings from several studies they conducted which demonstrated a relationship between mindset
and the goals students choose (p. 263). For example, Bandura and Dweck (1985, cited in Dweck
& Leggett, 1988) found that late elementary school students who held a growth mindset were
“significantly more likely” to hold mastery goals on a task they were asked to complete during
an experiment than their fixed- mindset counterparts (p. 263). Bandura and Dweck conducted
their study in a laboratory setting. Dweck and Bempechat (1983, cited in Dweck & Leggett,
1988) found that students with a growth mindset enjoyed activities that promoted mastery goals
more than individuals with a fixed mindset (p. 263). The current study sought to extend their
findings to a classroom, real-world setting and attempted to tie teachers’ individualized feedback
on students’ writing assignments to students’ beliefs about learning to writing and to their
writing performance.
Many mindset researchers conducted their studies with elementary participants, but
Leggett (1985, cited in Dweck & Leggett, 1988) extended the focus of her study to early
adolescents in junior high school. She found that even these older students displayed a
relationship between mindset and goal choice (p. 263). Dweck, Tenney, and Dinces (1982, cited
in Dweck & Leggett, 1988) conducted their study in a laboratory setting and found a “causal
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relationship between [mindset] and goal choice” (p. 263). They gave children readings that had
either a growth or fixed mindset slant in how the experiences of a famous person (Albert
Einstein, Helen Keller, and a Rubik’s Cube champion) were portrayed (p. 263). The researchers’
goal was that the reading passage would persuade the participant to take on either a growth or
fixed mindset based on the reading they were given. Then the participants selected an activity on
which they would like to work. The activities were either challenging with the opportunity to
advance the participant’s skills but held a risk of the participant making errors, or the activity
was relatively easy with the opportunity for the participant to do very well with little need for
effort. The activities were designed to promote either performance or mastery goals. Dweck et al.
(1982, cited in Dweck & Leggett, 1988) found that their study “provided support for a causal
relationship between [mindset] and goal choice” (p. 263). The current study extended prior
research by examining effort-based feedback for ongoing classroom activities to see whether it
influenced student goal orientation.
Effort

Dweck (2000) summarized studies that examined the beliefs students held about effort in
relation to their mindsets (p. 39). In one study, Leggett and Dweck (1986, cited in Dweck &
Leggett, 1988) found that their 8th-grade participants who held a growth mindset viewed effort
positively and as necessary to increase one’s intelligence. The participants who held a fixed
mindset believed that the need to put forth effort meant the individual was not smart or had low
ability (Dweck, 2000, p. 40). The current study extended the examination of the relationship
between effort and mindset because it takes effort for the participants to improve their writing
skills; students with a fixed mindset were expected to resist putting forth that effort more than
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their growth-mindset counterparts. Fixed-mindset students struggle with the conundrum of the
necessity of effort because they often focus on performance goals. They believe the need to put
forth effort means they lack the ability to complete the task, but they also focus on performing
well and doing better than their peers (Dweck, 2000, p. 41). The current study examined how
feedback, particularly which forms of feedback, influenced participants’ effort, mindset, and goal
orientation.
Impact of Feedback on Development of Mindset and Goal Orientation

This study examined the relation of feedback to mindset and goal orientation. The goal
was to see if a teacher’s use of effort-based feedback related to the mindset and goal orientation
the student participants have about improving their writing skills. In the classroom, feedback is
generally given as either praise or criticism. Feedback is intended to give students an idea of how
well they are doing in the moment and motivate them to do well as they continue in the class.
Many researchers found feedback tends to be focused on the performance/intelligence of the
student or the student’s effort (Kamins & Dweck, 1999; Mueller & Dweck, 1998; Zentall &
Morris, 2010). Past research has also found that the type of feedback students receive influences
their goals for future task options and their view of intelligence (Kamins & Dweck, 1999;
Mueller & Dweck, 1998; Zentall & Morris, 2010).
Zentall and Morris (2010) conducted an experimental study examining the effect of a
combination of praise on the motivation, self-evaluations, and persistence of participants in
kindergarten (p. 157). They justified their use of a combination of praise on real-world
conditions children experience at home, referencing how “parents use inconsistent praise”
(Zentall & Morris, 2010, p. 157). The researchers randomly divided their 135 participants into
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five different groups who each heard a variety of praise combinations. Participants listened to
passages that expressed either 100% effort and 0% ability-based praise, 75% effort and 25%
ability-based praise, a 50/50 experience of both praise types, 25% effort and 75% ability-based
praise, or 0% effort and 100% ability-based praise (Zentall & Morris, 2010, p. 158).
Several different passages were then read to the participants. In the passages, a child drew
an image and then received some type of feedback from the teacher; in four passages, the child
successfully drew the image, and in two passages, the child did not successfully draw the image.
After hearing the stories depicting the child failing to draw the image, the participants heard two
stories of the child correcting his or her errors and successfully completing the drawing. Then the
participants were asked to respond to questions that measured their self-evaluations and
persistence (Zentall & Morris, 2010, p. 158-159). Zentall and Morris (2010) found that the most
significant effects of praise occur after failure (p. 159). The participants who heard more than
50% effort-based praise passages had more positive self-evaluations and persistence scores
(Zentall & Morris, 2010, p. 159). Their results support the findings of past research that effortbased praise led to mastery-orientated responses to failure, while intelligence-based praise led to
helpless responses to failure (Zentall & Morris, 2010, p. 160).
Mueller and Dweck (1998) conducted six studies to examine the effects of effort-based
praise and intelligence-based praise on ability attributions, goal-orientated behaviors, responses
to failure, and beliefs about intelligence (p. 34-35). The participants in each study were in 5th
grade, but each study had a different number of participants (Mueller & Dweck, 1998). The
participants were placed in a laboratory setting and were expected to complete matrices and
respond to questions. Mueller and Dweck (1998) found that the participants who received
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intelligence-based praise after successfully completing an activity wanted to engage in other
activities that would allow them to perform well, which indicated a performance approach goal
(p. 48). The participants who received effort-based praise after successfully completing an
activity wanted to continue learning new skills, so they chose more challenging tasks, which
indicated a mastery goal (Mueller & Dweck, 1998, p. 48). Those findings justify the analyses
conducted in this study, which tested whether and how this type of praise is related to
participants’ improvement of writing skills, a complex task.
The type of praise that participants received in Mueller and Dweck (1998) also indicated
what type of information the participant was interested in after completing a task (p. 48). The
participants who received intelligence-based praise were interested in how their peer performed,
and the participants who received effort-based praise were interested in new information related
to potential strategies they could use to complete the activities. The participants who received
intelligence-based praise and then experienced a setback in their achievement attributed their
failure to a lack in their ability rather than poor effort, and their effort-praised counterparts were
more likely to identify poor effort as a cause for their setback (Mueller & Dweck, 1998, p. 48).
The researchers found that the participants who received intelligence-based praise reported a
fixed mindset, and the participants who received effort-based praise reported a growth mindset
(Mueller & Dweck, 1998, p. 49). The researchers found these results “were replicated . . . across
genders . . . [and] different ethnic groups in both rural and urban communities” (Mueller &
Dweck, 1998, p. 49).
Kamins and Dweck (1999) focused their two studies on the influence praise and criticism
(referred to as feedback in this study) have on young children’s response to failure (p. 837). They
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wanted to see if the type of feedback a kindergarten student received could “create helpless and
mastery-orientated responses” (Kamins & Dweck, 1999, p. 837). The first study used various
forms of criticism: criticism focused on the person, criticism focused on the process used to
complete the task, and criticism focused on the outcome of the task. The second study used
forms of praise like the categories of criticism: person, process, and outcome (Kamins & Dweck,
1999, p. 837). The participants were asked to role play according to a scene described in a madeup story that depicted a specific category of criticism or praise, depending on the study and the
group to which the participant was randomly assigned (Kamins & Dweck, 1999, p. 837-838).
The researchers found that the children who received feedback that focused on “themselves, their
traits, or their abilities” tended to display helpless responses when they experienced failure more
than those participants who received feedback focused on their effort or strategies (Kamins &
Dweck, 1999, p. 844). The person-based feedback led participants to give themselves negative
self-evaluations and lower evaluations of their product, to be “less likely to show persistence,”
and to believe they were bad at the task even after only one setback (Kamins & Dweck, 1999, p.
844). The researchers concluded that feedback focused on the person, such as their intelligence
or ability, promotes conditional “self-worth” and helpless responses to failure (Kamins &
Dweck, 1999, p. 844).
This study extended this prior research to focus on seniors in a high school AP literature
course and to focus on the impact of effort-based feedback effort, rather than a combination of
praise types. Additionally, the current study collected data in a real-world classroom experience
rather than the laboratory setting used by others (Kamins & Dweck, 1999; Zentall & Morris,
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2010). It focused more specifically on the relation of effort-based praise to the mindset and goal
orientation of students who were working to improve their writing skills.
Impact of Feedback on the Improvement of Student Writing
This study looked at the feedback given on student writing assignments and the student’s
choice to revise and improve her or his writing assignment to examine the influence a teacher
can have on an adolescent student’s mindset and goal orientation. In their meta-analysis,
Underwood and Tregidgo (2006) found that feedback is most effective under three conditions:
when students “(1) notice it, (2) accept it, and (3) understand what to do with it” (p. 75).
Primarily, they found students are more likely to use their teacher’s feedback to improve their
writing when a grade does not accompany that feedback on the assignment. In most cases, when
a grade is given, students will simply focus on that overall grade and skip pass the feedback their
teacher gave on specific sections of their writing. If grades are included on an assignment along
with feedback, students can often become unmotivated to improve their writing (Underwood &
Tregidgo, 2006, p. 75). In the research they analyzed, the authors found that the type of feedback
teachers gave led to different reactions from their students (Underwood & Tregidgo, 2006, p.
76). The authors also found that while most feedback relates to the content of the writing piece,
students mostly revised the surface-level errors, such as spelling or sentence mechanics
(Underwood & Tregidgo, 2006, p. 79). Feedback on initial writing drafts is more effective in
helping students voluntarily improve their writing (Ferris, 1995). Students tend to respond more
favorably to facilitative comments that guide their path to improvement but still allow the student
to keep control of how, specifically, to make the improvements. Directive comments seemed to
make students feel the teacher was controlling their writing process, which causes some students
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to give less attention to the teacher’s feedback, potentially hindering their improvement
(Ransdell, 1999; Underwood & Tregidgo, 2006, p. 81-84). Students want feedback that clearly
indicates what areas of their paper needs improvement and provides guidance in how they may
go about improving their work. However, students do not necessarily want the feedback, or the
teacher, to tell them the exact wording or content to include because that can make them feel
they have lost control of their own writing process (Underwood & Tregidgo, 2006).
In another study, Baradine, Baradine, and Deegan (2000) set out to see if students
reviewed their teachers’ “written comments on their papers,” if students understood the purpose
of their teachers’ feedback, and if students understood the feedback they received (p. 95). They
collected evidence from one of the author’s sophomore English classes in which students had
writing assignments at least four times each quarter. To assess their evidence, the teacher gave
the students feedback “as she normally would” and then the researchers “randomly numbered 612 comments on each student’s essay.” They returned the marked assignments to the students
along with a questionnaire. The questions on the questionnaire corresponded to the marked
comments, which helped the researchers collect data on the students’ understanding of their
teacher’s feedback (Baradine et al., 2000, p. 95). The researchers also conducted in-person
interviews with selected students (they did not describe the interview selection process) to collect
additional data on the students’ perceptions of their teacher’s feedback (Baradine et al., 2000,
p.96). The conferences revealed that the students believed their teacher’s feedback was
indicating their errors. The researchers also found that students responded to their teacher’s
feedback to “get a better grade, not necessarily to improve” their writing (Baradine et al., 2000,
p. 96). The students reflected on the feedback very briefly—they felt it was important to review
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the comments, but “only for a moment or two” (Baradine et al., 2000, p. 96). Few studies include
rural students who are preparing for their university or vocational goals after high school. Similar
to the Baradine et al. (2000) study, the current study focused on the students’ use of teacher
feedback to improve their writing, but it additionally examined the mindset and goal orientations
of students before and after they received feedback.
In her study, Ferris (1995) examined teacher feedback in postsecondary ESL writing
classes. Her research questions focused on what parts of an essay teacher feedback covered,
student understanding of teacher feedback, and students’ use of feedback on initial drafts
compared to final drafts (Ferris, 1995, p. 37). The courses, in which she conducted her study
required that students revise their writing assignments to improve their writing. Two-thirds of the
way through the semester, students completed a survey (Ferris, 1995, p. 38). Ferris (1995) found
that the students in these courses paid close attention to their teacher’s feedback and “appeared to
take their own work . . . quite seriously,” which she attributed to the revision requirement in the
course (p. 39). Students perceived that their teacher’s feedback focused most on their grammar,
“followed (in this order) by organization, content, mechanics . . . and vocabulary” (Ferris, 1995,
p. 40). The university academic departments required the teachers who took part in this study to
focus more on content then grammar in later drafts, but students perceived that even on final
drafts their teacher’s feedback focused mostly on grammar. Many teachers who saw this student
perception were very frustrated because they felt their comments mostly focused on content.
Ferris (1995) suggested this might mean teachers need to make a more direct point of explaining
their “feedback philosophy” to their students early in the semester, maybe repeating this message
later in the semester, so there are fewer feedback perception discrepancies between teacher and
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student (p. 42). Most of the students could understand their teacher’s feedback and how to use
the feedback to improve later drafts. The students who had trouble understanding their teacher’s
feedback reported that it many cases it was because they could not read their teacher’s
handwriting or the feedback was “too general or too specific” (Ferris, 1995, p. 44). Overall, the
study found that ESL writing students value the feedback their teachers give and make a good
attempt to use it to improve (Ferris, 1995, p. 47). Less is known about how students in an
accelerated high school literature course respond to their teacher’s feedback. In Ferris (1995),
students were required to revise their essays, but in the current study students chose to make
revisions on their own, except for the first assignment on which revisions were required. The
student choice to revise their work is expected to indicate the mindset and goal orientation of
students, along with their responses on a questionnaire and survey.
Beason (1993) conducted a descriptive study of teacher and peer commentary and
resulting revisions in non-composition classes at the university level. The study set out to
“understand the feedback that student writers receive and the revisions that they make” (Beason,
1993, p. 396). Beason (1993) set out to help teachers understand how students are responding to
their feedback (p. 396). The current study has a related goal, though it differs slightly, of trying
to collect information that might help teachers understand what type of feedback is most
effective in guiding students to improve their writing. Although Beason (1993) focused on
feedback and revisions in non-composition classes, he argued, “Writing across the curriculum
and writing in composition classrooms bear certain similarities” (p. 397). His study set out to
describe the goal of feedback given to students, “the criteria guiding this feedback,” whether
students address the feedback they receive, the focus of student revisions, and “the level of

29
discourse . . . [at which] the revisions operate” (Beason, 1993, p. 387-8). Beason (1993) focused
his study in non-composition classes that were “unofficially designated as a Writing Enriched
Course,” meaning compositions were an objective focus in the course but the courses did not
necessarily take class time to specifically teach students how to write (p. 398). The study was
conducted in a real-world setting. Eighteen teachers volunteered to go to “a four-day, sixteenhour writing across the curriculum workshop” as well as four subsequent meetings, so even
though the teachers were not teaching writing, they received professional development that
enabled them to provide feedback to help students improve their writing (Beason, 1993, p. 399).
The workshops focused on shared criteria for writing, development and support, organization,
mechanics, and writing as a process (Beason, 1993, p. 399). The researchers randomly chose
thirteen courses from the group of eighteen teachers and four course subjects: business law,
journalism, dental hygiene, and psychology (Beason, 1993, p. 400). The courses required
multiple drafts for writing assignments, so Beason (1993) collected evidence from the “students’
first and final drafts” (p. 401). The 12th-grade AP English course in the current study required a
revision for the first writing assignment, but revisions were voluntary for all subsequent writing
assignments, which differs from the courses Beason (1993) had in his study.
The coding Beason (1993) used to describe the teacher feedback on writing assignments
will serve as a guide for the current study. Beason (1993) broke down teacher feedback into three
categories: aim, criterion reflected, and revision outcome. Beason (1993) modeled this coding
system from previous research as well. The current study will extend the analysis of teacher
feedback to examine its relation to student mindset and goal orientation. Beason (1993) found
that the most common aim of teacher feedback was to advise students on how to revise their
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writing; the most common criterion was development/support of the students’ writing, and the
students addressed 75% of the feedback their teachers provided. Beason (1993) did not examine
the motivations behind the revisions students made. The current study focused on the influence
teacher feedback has on the mindset and goal orientation of students, which was expected to be
indicative of their motivations.
Student interpretations of and responses to teacher feedback influences its efficacy.
Williams (1997) examined the responses students had to teacher feedback. Her study reports that
teacher feedback can confuse students in many cases and causes students to develop a “negative
attitud[e] toward writing” (Williams, 1997, p. 2). The study included eight students in collegelevel writing classes: “four successful and four less successful writers were selected based on”
their past ACT English scores, “an initial writing sample, and recommendations of two
participating professors” (Williams, 1997, p. 3). The research questions that directed the study
focused on how the two types of students interpreted their teacher’s feedback on their writing
drafts and the “factors that influence[d] their readings of teachers’ comments” (Williams, 1997,
p. 3). Williams (1997) found that students understood their teacher’s comments “as the teacher
intended” at least 76% of the time (p. 3). Although this means three-fourths of the time teachers
communicated their comments effectively, it also means that nearly one-quarter of the time
students were confused. Williams (1997) argued the “rhetorical jargon” teachers used in their
feedback confused both successful and unsuccessful writers (p. 4). For the purposes of the
current study, if teacher feedback confuses students, the feedback may be less effective, so
participants in the current study completed a survey that includes prompts—free response and
selected response—to address this issue.
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Many participants in Williams (1997) revised their drafts based on their teacher’s
comments even if they did not understand the goal of the comment. Many participants indicated
they revised their papers despite their confusion because their teacher made them or because they
wanted “a better grade,” both responses indicating a fixed-mindset response more than a growthmindset response. Some students in Williams (1997) even revised their perspective in their drafts
to please their teachers, even if they did not agree with their teacher’s perspective. Successful
writers who are working to improve their writing skills should not need to change the perspective
of a paper, especially if they do not themselves believe in the changed perspective. It could be
argued that improving one’s writing skills means supporting and effectively presenting even
controversial perspectives. If student writers are simply changing the perspectives they present in
their papers because their teacher’s feedback questioned it, then maybe their teacher’s feedback
is not effective in helping students improve their writing skills. The current study was concerned
with how feedback influences mindset, goal orientation, and the improvement of writing skills.
Williams (1997) also brought up the issue of how to determine if students improved their writing
and found that, in many cases, students chose not to make revisions to improve their drafts.
Some of the reasons for not making improvements were because they did not value putting forth
effort to improve the writing skill, they did not have the time to make revisions due to other
commitments/assignments, or the student exhibited a helpless response to the need to improve
their draft and stopped trying. Williams (1997) argued that final drafts might not indicate a
student’s improvement of writing skills, so later studies, including the current study, may need
other evidence beyond final drafts to quantify a student’s improvement of writing skills. A
comparison of students’ writing skill achievement from the beginning to the end of the school
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year might help address the issue Williams (1997) highlighted about deficiencies of a singular
final draft proving improvement of writing skills.
Dohrer (1991) examined the effect of teacher written feedback on the improvement of
student writing skills. His study expressed the importance of revisions for feedback to effectively
improve writing skills (Dohrer, 1991, p. 48). The participants in Dohrer (1991) “were required to
revise drafts of class papers after their teachers had read and commented on them” (p. 49). The
participants in the current study had the opportunity to revise, but they were not required to
revise all drafts. The participants’ choice to revise their drafts voluntarily will provide some
evidence of their mindsets and goal orientations of the writing process. Dohrer (1991) was
focused on student interpretations of teacher feedback, “the relationship between teachers’
comments and students’ responses,” student choices to make revisions not addressed in teacher
comments, and the issues students deal with due to teacher comments (p. 49). Dohrer (1991) was
not focused on student mindset or goal orientation, so the revision requirement was essential to
his study, whereas it would alter the outcome of the current study. Dohrer (1991) coded teacher
comments as either surface level or text-base (p.49). In addition to collecting the drafts of student
writing assignments, Dohrer (1991) also interviewed participants and had them record “thinkalouds” while they revised their essays. The think-alouds were a very interesting evidence
choice; however, the current study draws from evidence the participating teacher has already
collected, so asking students to record their thought process as they revise was not an option.
Dohrer (1991) examined “what an effective comment does” and concluded “the effectiveness of
each comment depends on its context” (p. 50). The current study was concerned with what form
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of feedback is most effective to the improvement of student writing, so based on Dohrer (1991),
it was important to consider how the efficacy of feedback is situational.
Dohrer (1991) found that, as far as student interpretation of teacher comments, students
believed the purpose of teacher comments and subsequent revisions was to receive a higher
grade. The student participants expressed “that they saw the chance to revise as an opportunity to
learn about writing,” but the chance to improve their grade overshadowed this learning process
(Dohrer, 1991, p. 50). Dohrer (1991) continually came back to the effect of the teacher’s
evaluative role and the grading system on the students’ interpretation of their own writing skills
and the improvement of their skills. The researcher found students were willing to “sacrifice[e]
information they had provided the reader . . . seeking only to do what they thought teachers
wanted, not what was important to themselves” (Dohrer, 1991, p. 51). To address this issue,
Dohrer (1991) recommended teachers find other activities for students to express their
perspectives and receive feedback outside of a graded assignment (p. 54). Such activities could
include peer reviews of writing assignments or class/group discussions of the perspectives
students express in their written compositions, allowing students to receive feedback about the
expression of their perspectives without focusing on the grade they are receiving. Again, the goal
is to improve writing—not just grades. The teacher’s feedback mostly focused on surface-level
grammatical, mechanical, or word-choice revisions, so students interpreted these to be the most
important to improve their drafts. Dohrer (1991) found that students tended to avoid making the
larger “macrostructural changes” teachers called for because, even though these changes may
have improved the message of their paper, there were fewer comments focused on such changes,
which sent the message to students that these were less important (p. 51). The researcher
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recommends “teachers and students . . . come to an agreement about what they value concerning
writing” (Dohrer, 1991, p. 53). After communicating what is valued most in the process of
improving one’s writing, teachers must consciously focus their comments on that value (Dohrer,
1991, p. 53). The current study analyzed teacher feedback to identify what message the teacher is
sending about how students need to improve their writing. The analysis of teacher feedback and
the surveys of student mindset and goal orientation was expected to shed light on the influence of
teacher feedback on student motivations for improving their writing.
A growth mindset and mastery goals have been shown, in many experimental studies, to
enhance adolescent motivation to learn. The feedback teachers give students sends a message
about the mindset and goal focus of the classroom, often interpreted as the environment of the
classroom (Ames, 1992; Dweck, 1999). The goal of the current study was to identify how
teachers can influence the growth mindset and mastery goals of students to motivate them to put
forth more effort and persevere when they face academic challenges.

CHAPTER 3: METHODS

Context of the Study

The current study included evidence gathered over the course of a school year from a
rural public high school located in the Midwest of the United States. The study focused on
students who took 12th-grade AP (Advanced Placement) English Literature during the 2016-2017
school year. Most students who took this course had achieved high academic scores in most of
their academic courses (minimally in their English courses); however, placement in the course
was voluntary—any senior could request to be in the course. The school’s principal and the
teacher who taught the course never denied a student of low or average academic performance
from taking AP English Literature, but the teacher met with any students whom she anticipated
might struggle with the rigor of the curriculum and assignments. The AP English Literature
teacher was also the school’s English teacher for all juniors, so she would have a keen
understanding of nearly all 12th-grade English students, unless the student was new to the school
her or his senior year. Only one transfer student, whom the teacher had not taught during the
2015-2016 school year, took part in this study.
Most students who attend the school come from European-American ethnic backgrounds.
The school is about 89% White, 7% Hispanic, 0.9% Asian, 2.2% two or more races, and 0.9%
Pacific Islander. About 96% of the students in AP English Literature were of EuropeanAmerican descent (one student was bi-racial).
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During the 2014-2016 school years, the faculty at the school chose to focus on facilitating
the growth mindset of students as a two-year school improvement goal. The school improvement
committee developed workshops to teach the students about growth mindset. Two teachers,
including the researcher and the participating teacher in the proposed study, led the growth
mindset professional development provided to the teachers. Dweck’s work on theories of
intelligence was the focus of the professional development. The teachers developed classroom
practices that facilitated growth mindset. The school improvement committee selected measures
to ascertain students’ initial growth mindset and goal orientation and whether students grew in
growth mindset and mastery orientation after the teachers received education about practices that
facilitate those beliefs. Individual teachers could also give surveys in their own classrooms
pertaining to a particular initiative they undertook to improve their teaching regarding growth
mindset, including the teacher whose students are the focus of this study. It should be
emphasized that no statistical analyses were conducted on the surveys and no attempts were
made to test the relationship within and between survey scales and student performance. Rather,
the school committee and individual teachers simply reported and examined the numerical
scores.
The teacher who participated in the current study chose to focus on facilitating students'
growth mindset and mastery goal orientation through the feedback she provided on written
assignments. She also established a revision policy for her class assignments to encourage
students to put forth more effort to improve their writing skills. If they wanted to, students had
the option to revise nearly all writing assignments. The first writing assignment of the year
required a revision, so the teacher could show all students in the class how the revision process
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worked. From that point on, all revisions were voluntary. When a student revised an assignment,
the new score on the revised assignment replaced the initial score on the first draft. The only
writing assignments students could not revise were the semester final exams. The school
administration established a policy that final exams could not be revised.
Participants

During the 2016-2017 school year, 227 students were enrolled at this high school; 52 of
the students were seniors. Twenty-five seniors opted to take AP English Literature. Twelve of
the AP English students were girls and 13 were boys. Of the 25 students in the AP English
Literature course, 23 students (11 girls and 12 boys) turned in signed consent/assent letters, so
only those 23 students are included in the current study. The two students who did not turn in
their consent/assent letters did not give a reason. Two students in the course had IEPs (Individual
Education Plans), which establish accommodations for their physical, social, and academic
disabilities. The students with IEPs did not receive modified writing assignments. One of the
students with an IEP was given accommodations for time allotted for exams and the other
student received accommodation to facilitate time management for completing assignments.
Each of the 23 students who were included in this study received a randomly assigned three-digit
ID number.
Measures

The current study used existing data from the students in the AP English class as
described subsequently. With student assent and parent permission to analyze the data, I
obtained data from the 12th-grade AP writing teacher and school records.
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Type of Feedback
To measure the first research question, (What kind of feedback does a teacher of 12thgrade AP literature give students on their essays [writing assignments]?), the teacher’s feedback
on the students’ written assignments was coded as either facilitative (marked with a 1) or
directive (marked with a 2) based on definitions established by Ransdell (1999). Facilitative
feedback was indicated when “the instructor helps the students rethink the paper analytically.
For example, ‘What do you hope your readers will understand your thesis to be’” (Ransdell,
1999, p. 269). Facilitative feedback was more suggestive and guiding than a direct statement of
what was wrong (or needed to be improved) and what specific change should be made. Directive
feedback referred to “suggestions written on students’ drafts of essays made in an authoritative
or imperative manner” (Ransdell, 1999, p. 269). Feedback that was not specific or vague, such as
“unclear” or “good point,” was marked with a 3 because it does not meet the descriptions of
facilitative or directive feedback.
Feedback was also coded as related to the organization, content/ideas, grammar,
vocabulary, or mechanics of the students’ writing. The organization, content ideas, grammar,
vocabulary, or mechanics of the students’ writing was coded with a letter: A=organization,
B=content/ideas, C = grammar/mechanics/spelling, D=vocabulary. The amount of each type of
feedback was quantified based on their frequency throughout all the writing assignments.
Organizational feedback related to comments about the “transition, flow, and order” of a paper
(Beason, 1993), specifically, how the writer presented the perspective, arguments, and evidence
within the paper. The content and ideas of the paper included the information and arguments the
writer presented. Grammar and mechanics feedback referred to comments or edits of the
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sentence structure, “spelling, punctuation, and capitalization” within the writing pieces (Ferris,
1995). Vocabulary feedback related to comments about word choice. For example, a comment
such as, “add a comma here,” was coded as “2C” because it was directive feedback referring to
grammar/mechanics. A comment such as, “how could you clarify the connection between your
thesis and this evidence?” was coded as “1B” because it was facilitative feedback referring to the
content/ideas of the paper.
Mindset and Feedback Survey

The Mindset and Feedback Survey that the teacher gave the students was modeled after
those available in Dweck (2000) to measure the participants’ mindsets, goal orientations, and
self-reports about their preferences and responses to teacher feedback. To be clear, the teacher
who created the Mindset and Feedback Survey did not choose to distinguish between
performance approach and performance avoidance goal items on her survey. The current study
used teacher-collected and -maintained data, so making this distinction in the analyses was not
an option—though it would have been ideal. The Mindset and Feedback Survey that the teacher
created was used to measure the second research question: Is the type of feedback 12th-grade AP
literature students receive related to change in their mindset beliefs about learning to write and
their goal orientation in the AP literature class?
Students took an initial survey, at the beginning of the school year, to establish a baseline
and again, towards the end of the school year, to measure any change during the school year. The
survey was a 30-item Likert questionnaire (see Appendix A). Data from this survey was
analyzed to answer the second research question pertaining to the relationship between type of
feedback the AP students received on their writing, and their mindsets about improving their
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writing, and their goal orientations in their AP English class. The teacher modified the surveys
from the originals presented in Dweck (2000) because the school used those exact items during
the 2015-2016 school year. Students at the school complained about the survey being
monotonous and often made comments such as, “These statements are all the same.” Therefore,
in Year 2 of the school improvement goal, the teacher modified the wording to prompt students
to consider different aspects of their learning in specific classes (e.g., writing) while still
targeting mindset, goal orientation, and student perceptions of teacher feedback. Items to
measure the participants’ understandings and perceptions of teacher feedback were added to fit
the AP teacher’s objective in carrying out the school improvement goal. She wanted to capture
her students’ perspectives on the feedback she aimed to provide. Dweck’s survey (2000) did not
focus on feedback, so there were no items to measure feedback.
Mindset Items

The items on the survey that targeted growth mindset were numbers 4, 6, 9, 13, 18, 21,
23, 27, and 28. Cronbach’s alpha in previous studies was .93 (Levy, Stroessner, & Dweck,
1998); in the current study, Cronbach’s alpha was .84 for the pretest and .92 for the posttest.
Sample items include, “If you work hard, you can make yourself more intelligent. Doing difficult
work is good because it helps you develop new skills - even if it takes you a couple of times to
learn how to do it. I like getting feedback on my work, so I can see how I can improve.” The
items that revealed fixed mindset beliefs were numbers 1, 2, 7, 11, 14, 16, 20, 29, and 30.
Cronbach’s alpha in the current study was .80 for the pretest and .90 for the posttest. Sample
items include, “You have a certain amount of intelligence, and you can’t really do much to
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change it. When my teachers and/or coaches give me feedback about how I can improve, I feel
less intelligent.”
Feedback Items

The feedback-focused items were numbers 3, 5, 12, and 19. They were written similarly
to the following: “When receiving feedback from my teachers on my writing, I prefer the teacher
to tell me what needs to be fixed and how to fix it (i.e., Add an example here. This needs to refer
to your thesis). When my teacher gives me suggestions for improving my writing, he/she is
showing me what I did wrong.”
Goal Orientation Items

The items that targeted mastery goal orientation for improvement of writing skills were
numbers 8, 17, 24, and 25. Cronbach’s alpha in previous studies was “.84 for pretest and . . . .83
for posttest” (Gehlbach, 2006, p. 362); in the current study, Cronbach’s alpha was .63 for the
pretest and .81 for the posttest. They were worded as such: “When I get a paper back, I look at
the comments and feedback my teacher gave me, so I know how to improve my writing” and
“My goal on writing assignments is to improve as much as possible.” The survey items that
highlighted performance approach goal orientation were numbers 10 and 26. Cronbach’s alpha
in previous studies was “.87 for pretest and . . . .88 for posttest” (Gehlbach, 2006, p. 362); in the
current study, Cronbach’s alpha was .69 and the post test was .24. They were structured
according to the following: “When I get my paper back, I look at my grade and put it away” and
“I look at my teacher’s comments on my writing so I know how to get a better grade.”
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Performance avoidance goal orientation was represented by item 15. The six response options
were strongly disagree, disagree, disagree somewhat, agree somewhat, agree, and strongly agree.
Dweck used a six-point response scale and that was maintained in the AP survey. Cohen,
Manion, and Morrison (2011) recommend that a Likert questionnaire use an even number of
responses to eliminate participants selecting “I don’t know,” which they described as “a tendency
for participants to opt for the mid-point of a five- or seven-point scale” (p. 389). To avoid the
tendency of participants to be “biased towards the left-hand side of a bipolar scale,” the
responses alternated between starting with disagree and agree options (Cohen et al., 2011, p.
388). For example, the responses for item 1 ranged from 1=strongly disagree to 6=strongly
agree, and the responses for item 2 ranged from 1=strongly agree to 6=strongly disagree.
Interrater agreement was calculated on 20% of the coded essays. Overall, I and the
interrater agreed on the coding of 97.8% of the feedback. When it came to facilitative feedback,
there was 97.2% agreement. Regarding directive feedback, there was 98.3% agreement. There
was 100% agreement on nonspecific feedback.
Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey1

The Composition Survey used in Ferris (1995) was the template for the Writing
Assignment and Feedback Survey used for the current study. The survey was developed to
analyze and measure data collected to examine the third research question for the current study:
3a. How do students describe their teacher’s feedback and their (the students’) use of it? 3b.
Does objectively measured (coded) types of feedback predict students’ choice to revise their

1

Coding is outlined in Appendix C.

43
writing? Student perceptions of the feedback teachers give impacts their responses to and use of
the feedback (Baradine, Baradine, & Deegan, 2000; Beason, 1993; Dohrer, 1991; Ferris, 1995;
Ransdell, 1999; Williams, 1997; Underwood & Tregidgo, 2006). For the purposes of the current
study, feedback was effective when students used it to improve their writing skills.
On the survey, students responded to items that ask them to identify how much they
reflected on their evaluated writing assignments (How much of each writing assignment do you
read over when your teacher returns it to you?). Students also identified how much they reflected
on their teacher’s feedback after they received an assignment back (How many of the teacher’s
feedback [comments and correction] do you think about carefully?). Both these questions asked
students to circle a response for first/second drafts and final drafts, and their response options
were “a lot of it, some of it, a little of it, or none of it.” Students identified the focus of their
teacher’s feedback (How much of the feedback [comments and correction] involve. . .). For this
item, feedback was categorized as related to the organization, content ideas, grammar,
vocabulary, or mechanics of their writing. Survey respondents described the amount of each
feedback category as “a lot, some, a little, or none.” The fourth survey item asked for a selfassessment of the attention given to the different categories of feedback (If you pay attention to
what your teacher wrote, how much attention do you pay to the feedback [comments and
correction] involving…) on a scale of “a lot, some, a little, none, or not applicable. Items 5
through 10 were free-response questions that set out to measure student responses and
understandings of feedback: “Describe what you do after you read your teacher’s feedback (e.g.,
Do you look up the corrections in a grammar book/website? See a tutor/ask your teacher?
Rewrite your paper?). Is there ever any feedback (comments or corrections) that you do not
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understand? If so, can you give any examples? What was confusing about the comment or
correction? What do you do about the feedback (comments and correction) that you do not
understand?”
Revisions in the course were voluntary, so the eleventh and twelfth items identified
student motivations for making or for not making revisions. The eleventh item asked students to
identify on a rating of 1-3 (1=biggest motivator, 2=did not think about/consider, 3=smallest
motivator) their motivation level for seven options: “wanted a better grade, wanted to improve a
writing skill, wanted to prepare for the AP test, wanted to do better than my peers, wanted to
impress my teacher, wanted to prepare for college, or the revision was required.” The twelfth
item related to those students who did not choose to make revisions. Again, the motivations are
rated 1-3, like the eleventh survey item, and the options are “was satisfied with the grade I
received, thought I had achieved the target writing skills, was not interested in the
topic/assignment, had other assignments/classes to prepare for, did not feel the revision would
make a difference, or a revision was not required so I did not do one.” The two motivation
questions also highlighted the mindset and goal orientation students had for making revisions,
which was relevant to the second and third research questions. If students said their biggest
motivation for making a revision was to receive a better grade and their lowest motivation for
making a revision was to improve their writing skill, then they indicated a fixed mindset and
performance approach goal orientation. If students indicated their biggest motivation for making
a revision was to improve their writing skills, they showed a growth mindset and mastery goal
orientation. The last two items on this survey asked students for a self-assessment of their writing
skills before and after taking AP English.
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Procedures

At the beginning of the fall 2016 semester, the AP English Literature teacher had students
complete the Mindset and Feedback Survey to serve as a baseline for the data collected
throughout the year. The school’s previous school improvement focus on growth mindset and the
teacher’s focus on feedback to affect student mindset and goal orientation prompted her use of
this survey and collection of student writing assignments and revisions. The writing assignments
that served as data for the current study were teacher created and modeled the writing portion on
the AP English Literature exam in May of 2017. The consistency of this one type of writing
assignment allowed for more coherence for the data analysis. The first writing assignment of the
year required a revision. The teacher established this policy because revisions on all subsequent
writing assignments were voluntary. She wanted each student to be familiar with the revision
process and her feedback style so that when they chose to make revisions they understood her
expectations for use of her feedback. The teacher kept copies of all the students’ first writing
assignments, the teacher’s feedback to the assignment, and their resulting revisions. After the
first writing assignment, the teacher kept copies of the first drafts each individual student wrote
and any revisions the students made after. Not all students chose to revise subsequent writing
assignments. The teacher followed this procedure throughout the year. In the spring semester, the
students took the Assignment and Feedback Survey. The students completed the Mindset and
Feedback Survey for the second and last time at the end of the school year. Participants took the
Mindset and Feedback Survey twice—at the beginning and end of the school year so the teacher
could see if there were any changes in the students’ mindsets, goal orientations, and
understandings of her feedback. The scores students received on their first writing assignment
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were compared to their scores on the subsequent writing assignments. Students signed an assent
form to enable me to analyze their writing assignments (see Table 1).

Table 1: Timeline of Procedures
Procedure
Mindset and Feedback Survey—pretest
Essay# 1
Essay# 2
Essay# 3
Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey
Mindset and Feedback Survey—posttest

Month/Year
August 2016
August 2016
November 2016
February 2016
March 2017 (after essay# 3 was graded
and returned to the student)
May 2017

CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

The following section describes the analyses that I conducted. Specific statistical models
and qualitative analysis were used to answer each research question based on the individual
questions and the evidence collected as part of the study.
Research Question 1: Type of Feedback on Writing Assignments
The first research question is: What kind of feedback does a teacher of 12th-grade AP
literature give students on their essays (writing assignments)? All 23 students turned in three
essays over the course of the year, for a total of 69 essays. I use descriptive statistics to report
and summarize the type of feedback provided by the teacher on the three assignments. The
teacher’s feedback on the three essays was coded as either facilitative, directive, or nonspecific,
and the focus of each comment was also identified as pertaining to the organization,
content/ideas, mechanics/grammar/spelling, or vocabulary/word choice of the student’s essay.
Comments praising the student’s work were also coded as facilitative, directive, or nonspecific.
To examine the kind of feedback given, I reported the overall frequency of each type of
comment (e.g., facilitative or descriptive, grammatical) that the teacher provided per assignment.
The number of comments per student essay was entered in the data set. The range, mean, and
standard deviation of each type of comment was calculated and is presented below for each of
the assignments. The pattern of comments per student across the writing assignments was also
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described. In other words, for how many students do the number of comments (by type) decline
or increase across the school year?
Descriptive Statistics of Organizational Feedback on Essays

On Essay 1, there were no instances of facilitative or nonspecific feedback focused on the
organization of the students’ essays. Directive feedback focused on the organization of the essay
occurred on six essays: four essays had one directive organization comment each, and two essays
had two directive organization comments each. The mean frequency of instances of directive
organization comments on the six essays was .35, the standard deviation was .65, and the range
was 2. On Essay 2, the teacher made a total of two facilitative comments focused on the
organization of the students’ essays on two different student essays, which resulted in a mean
frequency of .17, standard deviation of .58, and range of 2. Directive organization comments
occurred on nine student essays for Essay 2: eight students received one directive organization
comment on their essays, and one student received three directive organization comments on his
or her essay. The nine essays containing directive organization comments on Essay 2 resulted in
a mean frequency of .48, standard deviation of .73, and range of 3. There were no instances of
nonspecific organization comments on Essay 2. Like Essay 1, there were no instances of
facilitative or nonspecific organization comments on Essay 3, but one student received a singular
directive organization comment on his or her essay which resulted in a mean frequency of .04,
standard deviation of .21, and range of 1 (see Table 2).
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Table 2: Teacher Feedback on Organization of Essay
Essay 1
Facilitate
Frequency of
comment/essay
0
23
1
0
2
0
3
0
4
0
5
0
6
0
Mean
0
Stand. Dev.
0
Range
0
*Note: N student essays= 23.

Direct

NS

Essay 2
Facilitate Direct

17
4
2
0
0
0
0
0.35
0.65
2

23
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

21
0
2
0
0
0
0
0.17
0.58
2

14
8
0
1
0
0
0
0.48
0.73
3

NS

Essay 3
Facilitate Direct

NS

23
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

23
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

23
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

22
1
0
0
0
0
0
0.04
0.21
1

Examples of Organizational Feedback on Essays

As an example of directive organizational feedback on Essay 1 the teacher told
participant 333, “Integrate your textual evidence with your analysis. Don’t let it sit by itself.”
The teacher’s comment instructed the student on what specific improvement needed to be made
to the organization and presentation of his or her analysis. On Essay 2, the teacher provided
facilitative organization feedback to participant 347, “We can work on the organization of this
essay. Right now your 2nd page is better than your first but both struggle to find real depth and
analysis in the symbol of the conch.” The teacher did not specifically instruct the student on how
to reorganize his or her essay; instead, the teacher identified a section that needs improvement
compared to another section that was on the right organizational track. Another example of a
directive organizational comment was on participant 297’s Essay 3: “This paragraph should be
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placed after your first one”; the teacher provided a specific instruction of what exact
improvement needed to be made to the organization of the student’s essay.
Descriptive Statistics of Content/Ideas Feedback of the Essays

On Essay 1, facilitative teacher feedback related to the content/ideas of the essay
occurred on 21 student essays. Five student essays each had one facilitative comment about the
content/ideas of the essay, three essays had two facilitative content/ideas comments, eight essays
had three facilitative content/ideas comments each, and five essays had four facilitative
content/ideas comments each. The mean frequency of instances of facilitative content/ideas
comments for the 21 student essays that contained such comments was 2.39, standard deviation
of 1.31, and range of 4. Twenty-two students received directive teacher feedback on the
content/ideas of their essays on Essay 1. One student essay had one directive content/ideas
comment, four essays had two directive content/ideas comments, six essays had three directive
content/ideas comments, five essays had four directive content/ideas comments, two essays had
five directive content/ideas comments, and four essays had six directive content/ideas comments.
The mean frequency of directive teacher feedback on content/ideas of Essay 1 was 3.52, the
standard deviation was 1.65, and the range was 6. Two essays received one nonspecific
content/ideas comment on Essay 2, which resulted in a mean frequency of .09, standard
deviation of .29, and range of 1. Seventeen students received facilitative teacher feedback
focused on the content/ideas of their essays on Essay 2. Eight essays only had one facilitative
content/ideas comment, seven had two facilitative content/ideas comments, one had three
facilitative content/ideas comments, and one essay had four facilitative content/ideas comments.
The 17 essays that contained facilitative teacher feedback on the content/ideas of the students’
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essays resulted in a mean frequency of 1.26, standard deviation, of 1.05, and range of 4. Twentyone students received directive teacher feedback on the content/ideas of their essays on Essay 2.
Four student essays had one directive content/ideas comment, two essays had two directive
content/ideas comments, ten had three directive content/ideas comments, and five student essays
had four directive content/ideas comments. The mean frequency of instances of directive teacher
feedback on the content/ideas of the 21 essays that contained such feedback was 2.52, standard
deviation of 1.28, and range of 4. On Essay 2, nonspecific teacher feedback on the content/ideas
of student essays occurred on four essays. Three essays each had one nonspecific content/ideas
comment, and one essay had two nonspecific content/ideas comments. The four essays
containing nonspecific content/ideas comments on the second essay resulted in a mean frequency
of .22, standard deviation of .52, and range of 2.
On Essay 3, 20 student essays had facilitative content/ideas comments: three essays had
one facilitative content/ideas comment, six essays received two facilitative content/ideas
comments, eight essays had three facilitative content/ideas comments, two essays had four
facilitative content/ideas comments, and one essay had five facilitative content/ideas comments.
The instances of facilitative teacher feedback on the content/ideas of the students’ essays resulted
in a mean of 2.26, standard deviation of 1.32, and range of 5. Twenty-one students received
directive content/ideas comments on Essay 3. Four essays had one instance of directive
content/ideas feedback, nine had two instances of directive content/ideas feedback, five had three
instances of directive content/ideas feedback, two had four instances of directive content/ideas
feedback, and one essay had five instances of directive content/ideas feedback. The mean
frequency of instances of directive teacher feedback on content/ideas of the 21 essays that
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received such feedback was 2.17, standard deviation of 1.23, and range of 5. Two students
received one nonspecific content/ideas comment each, which resulted in a mean frequency of
.09, standard deviation of .29, and range of 1. Across the three essay assignments, teacher
comments focused on the content/ideas of students’ essays was the most frequent type of
feedback students received (see Table 3).

Table 3: Teacher Feedback on Content/Ideas of Essay
Essay 1
Facilitate Direct
Frequency of
comment/essay
0
2
1
5
2
3
3
8
4
5
5
0
6
0
Mean
2.39
Stand. Dev.
1.31
Range
4
*Note: N student essays= 23.

1
1
4
6
5
2
4
3.52
1.65
6

NS

Essay 2
Facilitate Direct

21
2
0
0
0
0
0
0.09
0.29
1

6
8
7
1
1
0
0
1.26
1.05
4

2
4
2
10
5
0
0
2.52
1.28
4

NS

Essay 3
Facilitate Direct

NS

19
3
1
0
0
0
0
0.22
0.52
2

3
3
6
8
2
1
0
2.26
1.32
5

21
2
0
0
0
0
0
0.09
0.29
1

2
4
9
5
2
1
0
2.17
1.23
5

Examples of Content/Ideas Feedback of the Essays

On Essay 1, the teacher provided the following facilitative content/ideas comment to
participant 282, “How are these words indicators of her ‘torn feelings’?” The teacher identified a
section of the student’s analysis that needed improvement. The teacher attempted to facilitate the
student’s development and improvement of his or her analysis with a thought-provoking question
instead of telling the student what exact improvement needed to be made. On Essay 2, the
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teacher gave a directive content/ideas comment to participant 291: “Focus on one area to add
depth to the essay overall. You do not include enough specific examples to support the conch’s
meaning.” The teacher directly states how the student needs to improve his or her analysis rather
than facilitating the student’s development of how to improve his or her work. An example of
nonspecific feedback on the content/ideas presented in a student’s Essay 3 was identified on
participant 289’s work: “This is the additional information given from the prompt not the
significance of the work.” The comment does not specifically state what the student needs to do
to improve the section in question; the comment vaguely identifies an error without much
guidance on how the student could enhance his or her analysis.
Descriptive Statistics of Mechanics/Grammar/Spelling Feedback of the Essays

On Essay 1, there was not any facilitative or nonspecific teacher feedback related to the
mechanics/grammar/spelling of student essays. Eleven students, however, received directive
mechanics/grammar/spelling feedback: six essays each had one directive mechanics/grammar
/spelling comment, three essays had two directive mechanics/grammar/spelling comments, and
two essays had three directive such comments. The 11 student essays that contained directive
teacher feedback on mechanics/grammar/spelling had a mean frequency of .78, standard
deviation of 1.00, and range of 1. Three essays received one facilitative mechanics/grammar
/spelling comment on Essay 2, which resulted in a mean frequency of .13, standard deviation of
.34, and range of 1. Four essays received directive mechanics/grammar/spelling feedback: three
essays had one such comment, and one essay had two such comments. The resulting mean
frequency was .22, the standard deviation was .52, and the range was 2. There were not any
nonspecific mechanics/grammar/spelling comments on Essay 2. On Essay 3, five essays each
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received one facilitative comment on the mechanics/grammar/spelling of the students’ essays,
which resulted in a mean frequency of .22, standard deviation of .42, and range of 1. Two essays
received one directive mechanics/grammar/spelling comment each on Essay 3, which led to a
mean frequency of .09, standard deviation of .29, and range of 1. Only one essay received a
nonspecific mechanics/grammar/spelling comment for the third essay, resulting in a mean
frequency of .04, standard deviation of .21, and range of 1 (see Table 4).

Table 4: Teacher Feedback on Mechanics/Grammar/Spelling of Essay
Essay 1
Facilitate
Frequency of
comments/essay
0
23
1
0
2
0
3
0
4
0
5
0
6
0
Mean
0.0
Stand. Dev.
0.0
Range
0
*Note: N student essays= 23.

Direct

NS

Essay 2
Facilitate Direct

12
6
3
2
0
0
0
0.78
1.00
3

23
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.0
0.0
0

20
3
0
0
0
0
0
0.13
0.34
1

19
3
1
0
0
0
0
0.22
0.52
2

NS

Essay 3
Facilitate Direct

NS

23
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.0
0.0
0

18
5
0
0
0
0
0
0.22
0.42
1

22
1
0
0
0
0
0
0.04
0.21
1

21
2
0
0
0
0
0
0.09
0.29
1

Examples of Mechanics/Grammar/Spelling Feedback of the Essays

The teacher provided participant 284 directive mechanics/grammar/spelling feedback on
Essay 1: “Apostrophes are only used for possessives like: the woman’s house or contractions
like: what’s = what is ‘uses’ is simply present tense and ‘used’ is past tense, with no apostrophes.
it’s [sic] = it is its = possessive.” The mechanics/grammar/spelling feedback provided here stated
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examples of what error the student made and even gave specific examples of different
apostrophe uses. The most common form of facilitative mechanics/grammar/spelling feedback
occurred when the teacher simply wrote “Spelling” next to a misspelled word, as she did on
Essay 2 for participant 332. The teacher did not specifically tell the student how to correctly spell
the word; she left it up to the student to figure out how to improve his or her spelling mistake.
Descriptive Statistics of Vocabulary/Word Choice Feedback of the Essays

On Essay 1, two students received one facilitative comment focused on the
vocabulary/word choice of their essays, which resulted in a mean frequency of .09, standard
deviation of .29, and range of 1. Eleven students received directive vocabulary/word choice
comments on Essay 1: two had one comment, seven had two comments, and four had three
comments. The 11 essays with directive vocabulary/word choice comments resulted in a mean
frequency of 1.22, standard deviation of 1.20, and range of 3. Nonspecific vocabulary/word
choice feedback did not occur on Essay 1. On Essay 2, five essays each received one facilitative
vocabulary/word choice comment, resulting in a mean frequency of .22, standard deviation of
.42, and range of 1. Additionally, five essays each received one directive vocabulary/word choice
comment, resulting in a mean frequency of .22, standard deviation of .42, and range of 1. Two
essays received one nonspecific vocabulary/word choice comment on Essay 2, leading to a mean
frequency of .09, standard deviation of .29, and range of 1. On Essay 3, six essays received
facilitative teacher feedback on the vocabulary/word choice of the essay: four had one comment
each, and two had two such comments each. The mean frequency was .35, the standard deviation
was .65 and the range was 2 for the facilitative vocabulary/word choice comments on Essay 3.
Eight essays had directive vocabulary/word choice feedback on the third essay: four had one
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comment each, three had two comments each, and one had three such comments each. The
resulting mean frequency was .57, the standard deviation was .9, and the range was 3 for the
directive teacher feedback on vocabulary/word choice. One student essay received a singular
nonspecific vocabulary/word choice comment on Essay 3, leading to a mean frequency of .04,
standard deviation of .21, and range of 1 (see Table 5).

Table 5: Teacher Feedback on Vocabulary/Word Choice of Essay
Essay 1
Facilitate
Frequency of
comments/essay
0
21
1
2
2
0
3
0
4
0
5
0
6
0
Mean
0.09
Stand. Dev.
0.29
Range
1
*Note: N student essays= 23.

Direct

NS

Essay 2
Facilitate Direct

10
2
7
4
0
0
0
1.22
1.20
3

23
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.0
0.0
0

18
5
0
0
0
0
0
0.22
0.42
1

18
5
0
0
0
0
0
0.22
0.42
1

NS

Essay 3
Facilitate Direct

NS

21
2
0
0
0
0
0
0.09
0.29
1

17
4
2
0
0
0
0
0.35
0.65
2

22
1
0
0
0
0
0
0.04
0.21
1

15
4
3
1
0
0
0
0.57
0.90
3

Examples of Vocabulary/Word Choice Feedback of the Essays

The teacher provided participant 347 directive vocabulary/word choice feedback on
Essay 1: “Don’t refer to ‘the reader’ or ‘us’.” The student was told what specific words were
incorrectly used. On Essay 2, the teacher gave participant 297 facilitative vocabulary/word
choice feedback: “Adjusting your word choice would help make these sentences sound more
formal.” The teacher identified a section that needed word choice improvement and tried to
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guide the student on how to improve the word choice, by saying the goal was to make the
“sentence sound more formal,” but the teacher did not specifically tell the student what specific
words to use. On Essay 3, the teacher provided participant 221 with nonspecific vocabulary/word
choice feedback: “This is too long of a transition.” The teacher identified area that needed word
choice improvement but did not clarify how to make the transition’s wording more concise.
Descriptive Statistics of Praise Feedback of the Essays

The last type of coded feedback was praise, and it was specified as either facilitative,
directive, or nonspecific praise. On Essay 1, eight students received facilitative praise: five
essays each had one comment, two essays had two comments, and one essay had three such
comments. The mean frequency was .52, the standard deviation was .85, and the range was 3 for
facilitative praise feedback. On Essay 1, there were not any essays that received directive praise.
Two essays received nonspecific praise: one had one comment, and one had two such comments.
The resulting mean frequency was .13, the standard deviation was .46, and the range was 2. On
Essay 2, three essays received facilitative praise: each essay only had one such comment. The
resulting mean frequency was .13, the standard deviation was .34, and the range was 1. There
were no instances of facilitative praise on the second essay. Five essays received nonspecific
praise on Essay 2: four had one nonspecific praise comment, and one had two such comments.
The mean frequency for nonspecific praise on Essay 2 was .26, the standard deviation was .54,
and the range was 2. On Essay 3, five essays received facilitative praise comments. Four had one
facilitative praise comment, and one had two facilitative praise comments, leading to a mean of
.26, standard deviation of .54, and range of 2. There were no instances of directive praise on
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Essay 3, but eight students did receive one nonspecific praise comment each, resulting in a mean
frequency of .35, standard deviation of .49, and a range of 1 (see Table 6).

Table 6: Teacher Feedback on Praise of Essay
Essay 1
Facilitate
Frequency of
comments/essay
0
15
1
5
2
2
3
1
4
0
5
0
6
0
Mean
0.52
Stand. Dev.
0.85
Range
3
*Note: N student essays= 23.

Direct

NS

Essay 2
Facilitate

Direct

NS

Essay 3
Facilitate Direct

NS

23
0
0
0
0
0
0
.0
.0
0

21
1
1
0
0
0
0
0.13
0.46
2

20
3
0
0
0
0
0
0.13
0.34
1

23
0
0
0
0
0
0
.0
.0
0

18
4
1
0
0
0
0
0.26
0.54
2

18
4
1
0
0
0
0
0.26
0.54
2

15
8
0
0
0
0
0
0.35
0.49
1

23
0
0
0
0
0
0
.0
.0
0

Examples of Praise Feedback of the Essays
The teacher gave participant 348 facilitative praise on Essay 1: “I like that you directly
stated how the woman was characterized and what her situation is . . .” The teacher facilitated the
student’s understanding of what he or she did correctly because the teacher gave the student
specific detail in the praise; the specificity of the teacher’s praise may help the student repeat
their tactic in the future. On Essay 3, the teacher also provided nonspecific praise to participant
289: she wrote “good point.” The teacher praised the student’s ideas but did not provide an
explanation of what exactly made the student’s point “good.”
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Total Amount of Feedback on the Essays

The total number of facilitative comments on Essay 1 was 69. Forty-four facilitative
comments occurred on Essay 2, and 71 facilitative comments occurred on Essay 3. Essay 1 had
135 directive comments, Essay 2 had 79, and Essay 3 had 66. Essay 1 had five nonspecific
comments, Essay 2 had thirteen, and Essay 3 had twelve (see Table 7).

Table 7: Total Number of Facilitative, Directive, and NS Comments/Essay

Essay 1
Essay 2
Essay 3

Facilitate
69
44
71

Direct
135
79
66

NS
5
13
12

Total Amount of Each Type of Feedback Focus on the Essays

On Essay 1, there was a total of eight organization comments. Essay 2 had fifteen
organization comments, and Essay 3 had one. Overall, there were 23 organization comments on
all three essays. Essay 1 had 138 comments focused on the content/ideas of the assignment.
Essay 2 had 92 content/ideas comments, and Essay 3 had 104. Combined, there were 334
content/ideas comments on the three essays. Essay 1 had 18 mechanics/grammar/spelling
comments, and Essay 2 had eight. Essay 3 also had eight mechanics/grammar/spelling
comments, and the three essays combined had 34 mechanics/grammar/spelling comments. Essay
1 had 30 vocabulary/word choice comments, and Essay 2 had 12. Essay 3 had 22 vocabulary
/word choice comments, and there was a total of 64 such comments on the three essays
combined. Finally, there were 15 praise comments on Essay 1 and nine on Essay 2. Essay 3 had
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14 praise comments, and the three essays combined had 38 praise comments. Overall, there
were 493 comments between the three assignments (see Table 8).

Table 8: Total Number of Each Type of Feedback Focus/Essay
Organization Content/Ideas Mechanics/Grammar/Spelling
Essay 1
Essay 2
Essay 3
Total

8
15
1
23

138
92
104
334

18
8
8
34

Vocabulary/Word
Choice
30
12
22
64

Praise
15
9
14
38

The frequency pattern of teacher feedback that students received was also recorded. The
comments for nine students decreased across all three essays, meaning they had the most
comments on Essay 1 and the least on Essay 3. Eleven students had a decrease in comments from
Essay 1 to Essay 2, but then an increase in comments from Essay 2 to Essay 3. Two students had
a decrease in teacher feedback from Essay 1 to Essay 2 and the same amount of teacher feedback
on Essay 3 as they did on Essay 2. One student had the same number of comments on Essay 2 as
they received on Essay 1 and an increase in comments from Essay 2 to Essay 3 (see Table 9).

Table 9: Increase/Decrease of Comments Across the Three Essays
Number of Students that either increased or decreased across the 3 Essays (23 participants total)
Decrease across all 3 essays
9
Decrease E1-E2, Increase E2-E3
11
Decrease E1-E2, Same E2-E3
2
Same E1-E2, Increase E2-E3
1
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Research Question 2: Relationships Between Feedback and

Students’ Mindset and Goal Orientation
The second research question is: Is the type of feedback 12th-grade AP literature students
receive related to their mindset beliefs about learning to write and their goal orientation in the AP
literature class? I used hierarchical multiple regression (also sometimes called sequential
regression) to analyze the responses students provided on the Writing Assignment and Feedback
Survey. The first step entailed regressing the posttest belief (mindset or goal orientation,
respectively) on the pretest belief. The second step entailed adding a type of feedback, e.g.,
facilitative, to ascertain whether that feedback contributed to students’ mindsets or goal
orientations. Because only 23 students participated in the study, separate regression equations
were calculated for each of the feedback types. I predicted both growth and fixed mindset
changes as part of my analyses. The expectation was that the students’ growth mindset would
increase because of the teacher’s feedback and their fixed mindset would decrease. On the
mindset survey, a score of one would indicate a weak growth mindset, fixed mindset, mastery
goal orientation, performance approach goal orientation, or performance avoidance goal
orientation, and a score of six would indicate a strong growth mindset, fixed mindset, mastery
goal orientation, performance approach goal orientation, or performance avoidance goal
orientation. Means and standard deviations for each of the variables examined in these models
are presented in Table 10. Table 11 displays the results of the regression analyses.
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Table 10: Mindset Survey Means and Standard Deviations

Growth Mindset
Fixed Mindset
Mastery

Pretest Mean
4.93
2.22
5.16

Pretest SD
0.63
0.60
0.53

Posttest Mean
4.52
2.54
4.73

Posttest SD
0.92
0.83
0.75

Performance Approach
Performance Avoidance

3.20
2.96

1.22
1.35

3.22
2.96

0.88
1.36

Note. N=23
Growth Mindset
On the pretest survey, the mean of participants’ responses to the growth mindset
questions was 4.93, and the standard deviation was .63. On the posttest, the mean of the
participant responses to the growth mindset questions was 4.52, and the standard deviation was
.92. The means indicate that on average the participants tended toward a growth mindset.
Hierarchical multiple regression was used to analyze whether the total facilitative
feedback (FacilitativeTot), total nonspecific feedback (NSTot), and total directive feedback
(DirectiveTot) provided by the teacher on the students’ essays predicted their growth mindsets at
the end of the school year, after controlling for initial pretest growth mindset scores. The
mindset pretest score was entered at Step 1. That explained 13% of the variance in growth
mindset at the end of the school year. Three types of feedback were entered at Step 2. The total
variance explained by that model was 54%, F(4, 18)=5.22, p < .01. The three types of feedback
explained an additional 41% of the variance in growth mindset, after controlling for the pregrowth mindset rating, R square for the change = .41, F change (3, 18) = 5.31, p < .01. In the
final model, only one measure, NSTot, independently predicted mindset at the end of the year

(beta = -.70, p < .001). DirectiveTot and FacilitativeTot did not emerge as independent
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predictors (Table 11).
Fixed Mindset
On the pretest survey, the mean of the participants’ responses to the fixed mindset
questions was 2.22, and the standard deviation was .60. On the posttest, the mean was 2.54, and
the standard deviation was .83. The means indicate that the participants on average tended
against having a fixed mindset.
Hierarchical multiple regression was used to analyze whether the total facilitative
feedback (FacilitativeTot), total nonspecific feedback (NSTot), and total directive feedback
(DirectiveTot) provided by the teacher on the students’ essays predicted fixed mindset at the end
of the school year, after controlling for initial pretest fixed mindset scores. The mindset pretest
score was entered at Step 1. That explained 14% of the variance in fixed mindset at the end of
the school year. Three types of feedback were entered at Step 2. The total variance explained by
that model was 50.1%, F(4, 18)=4.52, p < .01. The three types of feedback explained an
additional 36% of the variance in fixed mindset, after controlling for the pre-fixed mindset
rating, R square for the change = .361, F change (3, 18) = 4.34, p < .01. In the final model, only
one measure, NSTot, independently predicted mindset at the end of the year (beta = -.59, p <
.001). DirectiveTot and FacilitativeTot did not emerge as independent predictors (see Table 11).
Mastery Orientation
On the pretest survey, the mean of the participants’ responses to the mastery orientation
questions was 5.16, and the standard deviation was .53. On the posttest, the mean was 4.73, and
the standard deviation was .75. The means indicate that the respondents tended to be mastery
orientated.

Table 11: Hierarchical Linear Regression Predicting Contribution of Teacher Feedback on Essays to Posttest Measures
Post Growth

Pretest
Measure

Post Fixed

Post Mastery

Post Performance
Approach

Post Performance
Avoidance

Model 1

Model 2

Model 1

Model 2

Model 1

Model 2

Model 1

Model 2

Model 1

Model 2

0.36^

0.64**

0.37^

0.59**

0.35

0.53*

0.27

0.32

0.72***

0.73***

FacilitativeTot

-0.24

-0.07

-0.33

-0.18

-0.08

DirectiveTot

-0 .33^

0.20

-0.27

-0.15

0.17

NSTot

-0.70***

0.59**

-0.49*

-0.05

0.01

R2
Change R2

0.13^

0.54**

.14^

0.41**

0.50^
0.36^

0.12

0.36
0.24

0.07

0.1
0.03

0.52***

0.57
0.05

Note. ^ = p <.10, * = p <.05, ** = p < .01, *** p < .001.
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Hierarchical multiple regression was used to analyze whether the total facilitative
feedback (FacilitativeTot), total nonspecific feedback (NSTot), and total directive feedback
(DirectiveTot) provided by the teacher on the students’ essays predicted their mastery orientation
at the end of the school year, after controlling for initial pretest mastery orientation scores. The
goal orientation pretest score was entered at Step 1. That explained 12% of the variance in
mastery orientation at the end of the school year. Three types of feedback were entered at Step
2. The total variance explained by that model was 36%, F(4, 18)=2.49, p < .01. The three types
of feedback explained an additional 24% of the variance in mastery orientation, after controlling
for the pre-mastery rating, R square for the change = .24, F change (3, 18) = 2.2, p < .01. In the
final model, only one measure, NSTot, independently predicted mastery orientation at the end of
the year (beta = -.49, p < .001). DirectiveTot and FacilitativeTot did not emerge as independent
predictors (see Table 11).
Performance Approach
On the pretest survey, the mean of the participants’ responses to the performance
approach orientation questions was 3.2, and the standard deviation was 1.22. On the posttest, the
mean was 3.22, and the standard deviation was .88. The means indicate the participants fell
somewhere in the middle when it came to performance approach orientation.
Hierarchical multiple regression was used to analyze whether the total facilitative
feedback (FacilitativeTot), total nonspecific feedback (NSTot), and total directive feedback
(DirectiveTot) provided by the teacher on the students’ essays predicted their performance
approach orientation at the end of the school year, after controlling for initial pretest performance
approach orientation scores. The goal orientation pretest score was entered at Step 1. That
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explained 7% of the variance in performance approach orientation at the end of the school year.
Three types of feedback were entered at Step 2. The total variance explained by that model was
10%, F(4, 18) = .50, p < .01. The three types of feedback explained an additional 3% of the
variance in performance approach orientation, after controlling for the pre-performance approach
rating, R square for the change = .03, F change (3, 18) = .2, p < .01. In the final model, the three
feedback measures did not emerge as independent predictors (see Table 11).
Performance Avoidance
On the pretest survey, the mean of the participants’ responses to the performance
avoidance orientation questions was 3.09, and the standard deviation was 1.35. On the posttest,
the mean was 2.95, and the standard deviation was 1.36. The means indicate the participants fell
somewhere in the mid-range when it came to performance avoidance orientation.
Hierarchical multiple regression was used to analyze whether the total facilitative
feedback (FacilitativeTot), total nonspecific feedback (NSTot), and total directive feedback
(DirectiveTot) provided by the teacher on the students’ essays predicted their performance
avoidance orientation at the end of the school year, after controlling for initial pretest
performance avoidance orientation scores. The goal orientation pretest score was entered at Step
1. That explained 52% of the variance in performance avoidance orientation at the end of the
school year. Three types of feedback were entered at Step 2. The total variance explained by
that model was 57%, F(4, 18)=5.87, p < .01. The three types of feedback explained an additional
5% of the variance in performance avoidance orientation, after controlling for the preperformance avoidance rating, R square for the change = .05, F change (3, 18) = .66, p < .01. In
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the final model, the three feedback measures did not emerge as independent predictors (see Table
11).
Research Question 3: Relationship Between Types of Feedback and Student Outcomes

The third research question was divided into two parts and addressed whether specific
forms of feedback predict 12th-grade AP literature students’ choice to revise their writing.
Question 3a is: How do students describe their teacher’s feedback and their (the students’) use of
it? I used descriptive statistics to describe the students’ responses on the Writing Assignment and
Feedback Survey. The open-ended items were coded and summarized. Question 3b is: Does
objectively measured (coded) types of feedback predict students’ choice to revise their writing? I
did separate logistic regressions for each assignment. I analyzed the feedback for each individual
assignment as it corresponded to the student’s decision to revise. The choice to revise was
considered a categorical—yes or no—variable, which aligned with the choice to use logistic
regressions.
Research Question 3a. Student Perceptions and Use of Teacher Feedback

Questions 1 through 10 on the Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey provided data
on the participants’ perceptions and use of the teacher’s feedback on their writing assignments.
The first question, “How much of each writing assignment do you read over when your teacher
returns it to you?” had the response options of “a lot of it,” “some of it,” “a little of it,” or “none
of it.” Students indicated their responses for this question for both the first and final drafts of
their assignments (see Appendix B for clarification if needed). For the first draft, 17 students
responded that they read “a lot of” their assignments after the teacher returned it, four marked
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that they reread “some of it,” one student marked that he or she reread “a little of it,” and one
student responded that he or she did not reread the first drafts when they were returned. The
mean frequency for the students’ responses regarding their first drafts was 1.39, the standard
deviation was .78, and the range was 3. Fourteen students responded that they reread “a lot of”
their returned final drafts, six responded that they reread “some of it,” and three said they reread
“a little of it.” The resulting mean frequency was 1.52, the standard deviation was .73, and the
range was 2. The second question on the Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey, “How many
of the teacher’s feedback (comments and correction) do you think about carefully?” also asked
students to provide a response regarding their first and final drafts, and students had the options
of selecting a response of “a lot of it,” “some of it,” “a little of it,” or “none of it.” For the first
draft, 18 students indicated they reflected on “a lot of” their teacher’s feedback on their returned
assignment, four indicated they reflected on “some of it,” and one student indicated he or she
reflected on “a little of it.” The students’ responses resulted in a mean frequency of 1.26, a
standard deviation of .54, and a range of 2. Fifteen students responded that they reflected on “a
lot of” their teacher’s feedback on their returned final drafts, six students indicated they reflected
on “some of it,” and two indicated they reflected on “a little of it.” The resulting mean frequency
was 1.43, the standard deviation was .66, and the range was 2 (see Table 12).
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Table 12: Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey Questions 1 and 2* Results
A lot

Some

A little

None

Total

Mean

St. Dev.

Range

st

Reread 1
17
4
1
1
23
1.39
0.78
3
returned draft
Reread Final
14
6
3
0
23
1.52
0.73
2
returned draft
Reflect on 1st
draft Teacher
18
4
1
0
23
1.26
0.54
2
Feedback
Reflect on Final
draft Teacher
15
6
2
0
23
1.43
0.66
2
Feedback
Note. *Question# 1: How much of each writing assignment do you read over when your teacher returns
it to you? Question# 2: How many of the teacher’s feedback (comments and correction) do you think
about carefully?

The third question on the survey, “How much of the feedback (comments and correction)
involve: organization, content/ideas, grammar/ mechanics, or vocabulary,” asked students to
indicate a response for each of these categories on the first and final drafts. The students’
response options were “a lot,” “some,” “a little,” or “none.” For how much of the feedback was
focused on organization in the first draft, seven students responded “a lot,” ten said “some,” five
said “a little,” and one said “none”; the resulting mean frequency was 2, the standard deviation
was .85, and the range was 3. Regarding the amount of feedback students perceived was focused
on the content/ideas of their first drafts, 14 students responded “a lot” and 9 responded “some,”
which resulted in a mean frequency of 1.39, standard deviation of .5, and a range of 1. Five
students felt that “a lot” of their teacher’s feedback on the first draft was focused on the
grammar/mechanics of their paper, four said “some,” eight said “a little,” and six said “none.”
The resulting mean frequency of these responses was 2.65, the standard deviation was 1.11, and
the range was 3. When asked how much of their teacher’s feedback on the first draft was focused
on their vocabulary choices, four students said “a lot,” five said “some,” nine said “a little,” and
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five said “none.” The mean frequency for the students’ responses to this prompt was 2.65, the
standard deviation was 1.03, and the range was 3. When asked how much of their teacher’s
feedback was focused on the organization of their final draft, five students responded “a lot,”
three responded “some,” eleven said “a little,” and four said none; the mean frequency was 2.61,
the standard deviation was 1.03, and the range was 3. When asked how much of their final draft
feedback was focused on content/ideas, eight students responded “a lot,” eight said “some,” and
seven said “a little.” The resulting mean frequency was 1.96, the standard deviation was .83, and
the range was 2. Three students felt “a lot” of their teacher’s feedback on the final draft was
focused on the grammar/mechanics of their paper, four said “some,” seven said “a little,” and
nine said “none.” The resulting mean frequency was 2.96, the standard deviation was 1.07, and
the range was 3. Finally, when asked how much of their teacher’s feedback on the final draft
focused on the vocabulary of their writing, one responded “a lot,” five responded “some,” nine
responded “a little,” and eight responded “none.” The mean frequency of the students’ responded
to this prompt was 3.04, the standard deviation was .88, and the range was 3 (see Table 13).
The fourth question on the survey, “If you pay attention to what your teacher wrote, how
much attention do you pay to the feedback (comments and correction) involving: organization,
content/ideas, grammar/mechanics, or vocabulary?” asked students to select a response of “a
lot,” “some,” “a little,” “none,” or “not applicable” for each of the types of feedback as well as
the first and final drafts. When asked to identify how much attention the individual student paid
to feedback related to the organization of their first draft, twelve students responded “a lot,”
seven responded “some,” three responded “a little,” and one student responded “not applicable,”
which may indicate that the individual student did not feel he or she received feedback on the
organization of his or her first draft. The mean frequency for the amount of attention students
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Table 13: Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey Question 3* Results
1st/2nd Draft

A lot

Some

A
little

None

Total

Mean

St.
Dev.

Range

Organization

7

10

5

1

23

2.00

0.85

3

Content/Ideas

14

9

0

0

23

1.39

0.50

1

Grammar/Mechanics (e.g.,
punctuation, spelling)

5

4

8

6

23

2.65

1.11

3

Vocabulary

4

5

9

5

23

2.65

1.03

3

Final Draft

A lot

Some

A
little

None

Total

Mean

St.
Dev.

Range

Organization

5

3

11

4

23

2.61

1.03

3

Content/Ideas

8

8

7

0

23

1.96

0.83

2

Grammar/Mechanics (e.g.,
punctuation, spelling)

3

4

7

9

23

2.96

1.07

3

Vocabulary

1

5

9

8

23

3.04

0.88

3

*Note. Question# 3: How much of the feedback (comments and correction) involve: organization,
content/ideas, grammar/ mechanics, or vocabulary?
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reported they paid to feedback focused on the organization of their first drafts was 1.74, the
standard deviation was 1.01, and the range was 4. When asked how much attention they paid to
comments focused on the content/ideas of their first drafts, 19 indicated “a lot,” three indicated
“some,” and one indicated “a little”; the resulting mean frequency was 1.22, the standard
deviation was .52, and the range was 2. Nine students reported that they paid “a lot” of attention
to the grammar/mechanics focused teacher feedback on their first drafts, six reported they paid
“some” attention to such feedback, four reported “a little,” three reported “none,” and one
selected “not applicable,” which again may indicate that they did not feel they received such
feedback. The resulting mean frequency was 2.17, the standard deviation was 1.23, and the range
was 4. As far as the amount of attention paid to teacher feedback on the vocabulary of their first
drafts, nine students responded “a lot,” seven responded “some,” four responded “a little,” two
responded “none,” and one responded “not applicable.” The calculated mean frequency was
2.09, the standard deviation was 1.16, and the range was 4. When asked how much attention they
paid to the organization feedback they received on their final drafts, nine students reported “a
lot,” ten reported “some,” three reported “a little,” one reported “none,” and two selected “not
applicable”; the resulting mean frequency was 2.17, the standard deviation was 1.19, and the
range was 4. Regarding the amount of attention paid to teacher feedback on the content/ideas of
their final drafts, thirteen students responded “a lot,” six responded “some,” three responded “a
little,” and one selected “not applicable.” The resulting mean frequency was 1.70, the standard
deviation was 1.02, and the range was 4. When asked how much attention they paid to the
teacher feedback focused on the grammar/mechanics of their final drafts, four students said “a
lot,” seven said “some,” four said “a little,” five said “none,” and three selected “not applicable,”
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resulting in a mean frequency of 2.83, a standard deviation of 1.34, and a range of 4. The last
prompt of Question 4 asked students to select how much attention they paid to the teacher
feedback focused on the vocabulary of their final drafts: four students reported “a lot,” six
reported “some,” six reported “a little,” four said “none,” and three selected “not applicable.”
The resulting mean frequency was 2.83, the standard deviation was 1.30, and the range was 4
(see Table 14).
Questions 5-10 on the Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey were free-response
questions. I reviewed all the student free responses and developed a list of general themes to
code their answers. In an attempt not to over generalize, the list included 26 codes. The
following descriptions of the reported data for these questions will focus only on the relevant
codes for each specific question. Question 5 was, “Describe what you do after you read your
teacher’s feedback (e.g., Do you look up the corrections in a grammar book/website? See a
tutor/ask your teacher? Rewrite your paper?)” and students were asked to describe their actions
for the first and final drafts of their assignments. Six students explained that they reviewed their
teacher’s feedback on their first draft and then revised their essay, sixteen students explained that
they met with their teacher to discuss the feedback they received, and one student said he or she
used teacher feedback as a guide for how he or she should improve his or her writing for the final
draft or subsequent assignments. Regarding the final draft, two students said they reviewed and
revised their writing, six said they met with the teacher to discuss the feedback, seven said they
used the feedback as a guide for improvement on later assignments, two said they were not

Table 14: Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey Question 4* Results
1st/2nd Draft

A lot

Some

A little

None

N/A

Total

Mean

St. Dev.

Range

Organization

12

7

3

0

1

23

1.74

1.01

4

Content/Ideas

19

3

1

0

0

23

1.22

0.52

2

Grammar/Mechanics (e.g.,
punctuation, spelling)

9

6

4

3

1

23

2.17

1.23

4

Vocabulary

9

7

4

2

1

23

2.09

1.16

4

Mean

St. Dev.

Range

Final Draft

A lot

Some

A little

None

N/A

Total

Organization

7

10

3

1

2

23

2.17

1.19

4

Content/Ideas

13

6

3

0

1

23

1.70

1.02

4

Grammar/Mechanics (e.g.,
punctuation, spelling)

4

7

4

5

3

23

2.83

1.34

4

Vocabulary

4

6

6

4

3

23

2.83

1.30

4

*Note. Question# 4: If you pay attention to what your teacher wrote, how much attention do you pay to the
feedback (comments and correction) involving: organization, content/ideas, grammar/mechanics, or
vocabulary?
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interested in their teacher’s feedback on the final draft, one student simply wrote “N/A” (which
means not applicable and may indicate that this particular student did not review the feedback on
her or his final drafts or maybe this student only submitted a first draft and chose not to revise it
—making the first draft also the final draft), one student explained that he or she sought help from
peers to understand the teacher’s feedback, and one student’s response was missing (see Table
15).

Table 15: Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey Question 5* Results
Used a
Missing
guide for
Not
Sought
N/A
response Total
how to
interested
peer help
(-9)
improve
1st Draft
6
16
1
0
0
0
0
23
Final Draft 2
6
7
2
1
1
1
23
*Note. Question# 5: Describe what you do after you read your teacher’s feedback (e.g., Do you look up
the corrections in a grammar book/website? See a tutor/ask your teacher? Rewrite your paper?).
Student
action
taken

Reviewed
&
Revised

Met w/
Teacher
to Discuss
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Examples of Student Responses to Free Response Question #5

On Question 5, referencing his or her action after getting comments on a first draft,
participant 347 stated, “I meet with [my teacher] and decide if I want to rewrite my paper.” The
student’s response was coded as “met w/ teacher to discuss.” Participant 383 explained his or her
use of teacher feedback on first drafts: “My teacher’s feedback is usually a clarification of
mistakes I thought I made, [sic] after reading them I can simply edit the explanation of ideas by
myself for improvement.” The participant’s response was coded as “reviewed & revised”
because the student read the teacher’s comments and then improved his or her draft. When
prompted to describe the action the student took on a final draft, participant 368 said, “I don’t
look up the comments or ask my teacher any questions,” which was coded as “not interested.”
The sixth question asked students, “Is there ever any feedback (comments or corrections)
that you do not understand? If so, can you give any examples? What was confusing about the
comment or correction?” and there was not a distinction in the prompt for first or final drafts.
Two students said they met with their teacher when they were confused about the feedback they
received. Fifteen said they did not feel their teacher’s feedback was ever confusing. Two students
simply wrote “N/A.” One student said some of the teacher’s feedback was confusing, but this
student did not explain what was confusing about the teacher’s feedback. Three students said the
wording of their teacher’s feedback was sometimes confusing or vague (see Table 16).
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Table 16: Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey Question 6* Results
Met w/
Wording was
No
N/A
Some
Total
Teacher to
confusing/vague
Discuss
2
15
2
1
3
23
*Note. Question# 6: Describe what you do after you read your teacher’s feedback (e.g., Do
you look up the corrections in a grammar book/website? See a tutor/ask your teacher?
Rewrite your paper?).

Question 7 on the survey was, “What do you do about the feedback (comments and
correction) that you do not understand?” Fifteen students explained that they met with their
teacher if they were ever confused about the feedback they received. Five students simply wrote
“N/A,” which may indicate that they were not confused about their teacher’s feedback and this
question was not applicable to them. One student repeated a similar response to the one provided
for Question 6, explaining he or she found the wording of their teacher’s feedback to be
confusing, but the student did not specify the actions he or she took to remedy the confusion.
Two students’ responses were missing (see Table 17).

Table 17: Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey Question 7* Results
Met w/
Missing
Wording was
Teacher to
No
N/A
Some
response
Total
confusing/vague
Discuss
(-9)
15
0
5
0
1
2
23
*Note. Question# 7: What do you do about the feedback (comments and correction) that you do
not understand?
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Examples of Student Responses to Free Response Questions #6 and 7
In response to Question 6, “Is there ever any feedback (comments or corrections) that you
do not understand? If so, can you give any examples? What was confusing about the comment or
correction?” 15 participants reported they did not find their teacher’s feedback confusing. A few
reported that the wording was vague; for example, participant 363 said, “There are usually only a
few that I don’t understand. Th [sic] way it is worded is difficult to understand.” Participant 407
stated, “Sometimes if she says I need more analyzation for an idea, yet I don’t understand the
passage enough to fix it. I will come in and talk it through with her.” Even though 15 students
said they did not find their teacher’s feedback to be confusing, when asked on Question 7 “What
do you do about the feedback (comments and correction) that you do not understand?” 15
students said they would meet with the teacher to discuss the comments they did not understand.
Participants 333, 237, and 348 were a few examples of students stating they did not feel their
teacher’s comments were confusing, but they met with the teacher about confusing comments.
The eighth question on the survey was, “Are any of your teacher’s comments positive? If
so, can you give an example?” Three students responded that they received positive comments
about their thesis. Seven students explained they remembered receiving positive comments about
their word choice. Four students described positive teacher feedback focused on the
content/ideas they presented in their essays. Two students said they received positive feedback
about the organization of their essays. Two students simply stated “yes” in response to the
prompt without providing additional detail. Two students stated “no” they did not find their
teacher’s feedback to be positive: one of these students did not provide additional detail, but the
other specified that he or she felt very strongly that none of his or her teacher’s feedback was
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positive. One student wrote “N/A,” meaning not applicable, in response to the prompt. One
student said she or he received some positive feedback but did not specify how some of the
feedback was positive. One student’s response was missing for this question (see Table 18).

Table 18: Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey Question 8* Results
Yes, good thesis
3
Yes, good word choice
7
Yes, good content/ideas
4
Yes, good organization
2
Yes (no further detail from student)
2
No
2
N/A
1
Some
1
Missing response (-9)
1
Total
23
*Note. Question# 8: Are any of your teacher’s comments positive? If so, can you give an
example?

Examples of Student Responses to Free Response Question #8
Regarding the positivity of the teacher’s feedback, 18 students said they remembered the
teacher’s feedback tended to be positive in some way. Participant 221 said, “Yes, such as ‘I think
this paragraph really captures . . .,” which was coded as “yes, good content/ideas.” Participant
284 explained, “Yes, they are [positive]. like [sic] in my latest one she said ‘This is a much better
integration of concrete details,” which was coded as “yes, good organization.” A couple students
did not feel the teacher’s feedback was positive. Participant 289 stated very firmly that he or she
did not feel the teacher’s comments were ever positive: “I don’t think any of the comments are
positive. I feel they are sometimes offensive and extremely degrading.”
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Question 9 was, “Do you feel that your teacher’s feedback (comments and corrections)
help you to improve your writing skills? Why or why not?” Fifteen students explained that their
teacher’s feedback was helpful, and they used the feedback as a guide for how to improve their
essay and overall writing skills. Three students described that their teacher’s feedback helped
them understand the errors they made. One student simply responded “N/A.” Two students
simply wrote “no,” and two students explained that some of their teacher’s feedback was helpful
(see Table 19).

Table 19: Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey Question 9* Results
Used a guide for
Helps to
N/A
No
Some
Total
how to improve
understand errors
15
3
1
2
2
23
*Note. Question# 9: Do you feel that your teacher’s feedback (comments and corrections) help you
to improve your writing skills? Why or why not?

Examples of Student Responses to Free Response Question #9
Most students felt their teacher’s feedback was useful as a guide for how to improve their
assignments and writing skills. Participant 347 said, “Yes, it helps me to see my mistakes and fix
them.” Participant 221 stated, “Yes, because I can use it to change my draft and to do better the
next time since I know what I did wrong.” Participant 348 explained, “I do feel that my teacher’s
feedback has helped me to improve my writing skills because whenever I see the comments she
makes, it makes me want to strive to make my paper better because I think I can do it.” A couple
students responded that “some” of the teacher’s feedback was helpful; participant 297 clarified,
“Yes, sometimes. They help to somewhat improve my writing but they seem to forget that they
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are teaching high schoolers that don’t have classes to teach them specifics and 1 on 1 lessons.” A
couple students reported that their teacher’s feedback was not helpful. Participant 383 gave a
somewhat contradictory response: “No, once I see my errors pointed out to me, I know how to
fix them right away. I was never told how to fix my mistakes, my writing skills improved thank
[sic] to myself.”
The last free-response question on the Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey was
Question 10, “Which type of comments were most helpful: directive comments that specifically
told you what to change/improve and how to do it, facilitative comments that gave you
suggestions or indicated an area that needed improvement but allowed you to decide what
specific revisions to make, OR maybe a combination of the two?” Four students said they found
directive comments to be most helpful, and four said they preferred facilitative feedback. Fifteen
students explained that they felt a combination of directive and facilitative feedback was most
helpful for improving their writing skills (see Table 20).

Table 20: Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey Question 10 Results
Directive
Facilitative
Both

4
4
15

Examples of Student Responses to Free Response Question #10

Most students reported they preferred both directive and facilitative feedback. Participant
317 clarified, “A combination of the two because then I get direct help with my writing, but I
also am able to think for myself and become a better writer/thinker in the process.” Participant
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224 also preferred both types of comments: “A combination of the two works best because in
some circumstances, directive comments help me to figure out the exact root of the problem.
Facilitative comments force me to think about it more, so that I am more likely to remember
what to do and what not to do.” Several students preferred one type or the other. Participant 407
preferred directive comments: “I feel that directive comments are more helpful. From the
directive comments, I can see the areas I need improvement on.” Participant 237, however,
preferred facilitative comments: “Facilitative comments help the most because they force me to
better understand the passage I am writing about and improve the formulation of my ideas.”
Research Question 3b: Types of Feedback Predict Choice to Revise

Descriptive statistics were analyzed for the total amount of each type of feedback on each
essay and overall. The total number of facilitative comments on all Essay 1 assignments was 69,
the mean frequency was 3.00, and the standard deviation was 1.38. The total number of
facilitative comments on Essay 2 was 44, the mean frequency was 1.91, and the standard
deviation was 1.31. The total number of facilitative comments on Essay 3 was 71, the mean
frequency was 3.09, and the standard deviation was 1.47. Collectively, the total number of
facilitative comments on all three essays was 184, the mean frequency was 8.00, and the standard
deviation was 2.09. On Essay 1, the total amount of directive feedback was 135, the mean
frequency was 5.87, and the standard deviation was 2.49. On Essay 2, the total amount of
directive feedback was 79, the mean frequency was 3.43, and the standard deviation was 1.59.
On Essay 3, the total amount of directive feedback was 66, the mean frequency was 2.87, and the
standard deviation was 1.77. The total amount of directive feedback for all three essays
combined was 280, the mean frequency was 12.17, and the standard deviation was 3.94. The
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total number of nonspecific comments on Essay 1 was five, the mean frequency was .22, and the
standard deviation was .52. The total number of nonspecific comments on Essay 2 was 13, the
mean frequency was .57, and the standard deviation was .84. The total number of nonspecific
comments on Essay 3 was 12, the mean frequency was .52, and the standard deviation was .79.
Across all three essays, there were a total of 30 nonspecific comments, resulting in a mean
frequency of 1.4 and a standard deviation of 1.2 (see Table 21).

Table 21: Totals, Means, and Standard Deviations for Each Type of Feedback
and All Three Essays

Essay 1
Essay 2
Essay 3
Total

n
69
44
71
184

Facilitate
Mean
3.00
1.91
3.09
8.00

SD
1.38
1.31
1.47
2.09

n
135
79
66
280

Direct
Mean
5.87
3.43
2.87
12.17

SD
2.49
1.59
1.77
3.94

N
5
13
12
30

NS
Mean
0.22
0.57
0.52
1.40

SD
0.52
0.84
0.79
1.20

Binary logistic regression was performed to assess the impact of objectively measured
(coded) feedback on the students’ choice to revise their writing assignments. First, the predictive
value of the coded total facilitative feedback on Essay 2 (Facilitative2), total nonspecific
feedback on Essay 2 (NS2), and total directive feedback on Essay 2 (Directive2) on the students’
choice to revise Essay 2 was examined. The full model was not statistically significant, χ2 (3, N =
23) = 2.42, p<.491; the model with all the predictors did not differentiate between the
participants who revised and those who chose not to revise. Overall, the model explained
between 10% (Cox and Snell R square) and 14.6% (Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance in
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choice to revise and correctly classified 73.9% of cases. As shown below, none of the
independent variables were statistically significant. The strongest predictor of a student’s choice
to revise was nonspecific feedback, recording an odds ratio of 1.82. In other words, for every
additional nonspecific comment students received they were over 1.8 times more likely to revise
their second essay than those who did not. The odds ratio of .81 for directive feedback was less
than 1, indicating that for every additional directive comment students received they were 19%
less likely to revise their second essay. The odds ratio of .93 for facilitative feedback also was
less than 1, indicating that for every additional facilitative comment students received they were
7% less likely to revise their second essay (see Table 22).

Table 22: Binary Logistic Regression Results for Essay 2
Variables in the Equation
95% C.I.for EXP(B)
Step 1

a

Facilitative
2
Directive2
NS2
Constant

B
-0.07

S.E.
0.53

Wald
0.02

df

-0.22

0.39

0.31

1

0.58

0.60

0.78

0.59

1

-0.59

2.35

0.06

1

1

Sig.
Exp(B)
0.89
0.93

Lower
0.33

Upper
2.61

0.81

0.378

1.73

0.44

1.82

0.39

8.48

0.80

0.55

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: Facilitative2, Directive2, NS2.

Next, whether the coded total facilitative feedback on Essay 3 (Facilitative3), total
nonspecific feedback on Essay 3 (NS3), and total directive feedback on Essay 3 (Directive3)
influenced students’ choice to revise Essay 3 was examined. The full model containing all
predictors was not statistically significant, χ2 (3, N = 23) = 2.74, p<.433. Thus, there was no
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evidence that the model differentiated between participants who revised and those who chose not
to revise. Overall, the model explained between 11.2% (Cox and Snell R square) and 15.5%
(Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance in choice to revise. The percentage of cases that were
classified correctly was 65.2%. As can be seen in Table 22, none of the independent variables
contributed significantly to the model. The strongest single predictor of a student’s choice to
revise was facilitative feedback. The odds ratio of 1.64 indicated that for each additional
facilitative comment students received they were over 1.6 times more likely to revise their third
essay than those who did not. The odds ratio of .91 for nonspecific feedback was less than 1,
indicating that for every additional nonspecific comment students received on their third essay
they were 9% less likely to revise their third essay. The odds ratio of 1.3 for directive feedback
indicates that for every additional directive comment students received they were 1.3 times more
likely to revise their third essay (see Table 23).

Table 23: Binary Logistic Regression Results for Essay 3
Variables in the Equation
95% C.I.for EXP(B)
B
a

Step 1 Facilitativ
e3
Directive3
NS3
Constant

0.5

S.E.
0.37

Wald
1.85

df

0.26

0.28

0.86

1

0.36

1.30

0.75

2.27

-0.1

0.62

0.02

1

0.88

0.91

0.27

3.06

-2.94

1.71

2.97

1

0.09

0.05

1

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: Facilitative3, Directive3, NS3.

Sig.
Exp(B) Lower Upper
0.17
1.64
0.80
3.37
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The eleventh question on the Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey sought to
identify the participants’ motivations for revising their drafts: “If and when you revised your
drafts, why did you do so? Rate each option on a scale of 1-3 (1=biggest motivator, 2=did not
think about/consider, 3=smallest motivator),” and descriptive statistics of the students’ responses
were assessed. Each student was asked to respond to seven different options for this question:
“wanted a better grade,” “wanted to improve a writing skill,” “wanted to prepare for the AP
test,” “wanted to do better than my peers,” “wanted to impress my teacher,” “wanted to prepare
for college,” and “the revision was required.” For option 11a, “wanted a better grade,” 22
students said this was their biggest motivation for revising their work, and one student said that it
was his or her smallest motivation, the resulting mean frequency was 1.09 and the standard
deviation was .42. For option 11b, “wanted to improve a writing skill,” nine students said this
was their biggest motivation, twelve said they did not think about or consider this as a
motivation, and two students said this was their smallest motivation, resulting in a mean
frequency of 1.7 and a standard deviation of .64. For option 11c, “wanted to prepare for the AP
test,” eight students responded that this was their biggest motivation, twelve said that they did
not think about or consider this as a motivation, and two students said this was their smallest
motivation, resulting in a mean frequency of 1.78 and a standard deviation of .67. In responding
to option 11d, “wanted to do better than my peers,” three students said this was their biggest
motivation, seven said they did not think about or consider it, and thirteen said this was their
smallest motivation, resulting in a mean frequency of 2.43 and a standard deviation of .73. When
responding to option 11e, “wanted to impress my teacher,” three students said this was their
biggest motivation, seven said they did not think about or consider this as a motivation, and
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thirteen said it was their smallest motivation, resulting in a mean frequency of 2.43 and a
standard deviation of .73. When responding to option 11f, “wanted to prepare for college,” seven
students said this was their biggest motivation, twelve said they did not think about or consider
this motivation, and four said it was their smallest motivation, resulting in a mean frequency of
1.87 and a standard deviation of .69. When students responded to option 11g, “the revision was
required,” eight students said this was their biggest motivation, four students said they did not
think about or consider this motivation, and eleven said it was their smallest motivation, resulting
in a mean frequency of 2.13 and a standard deviation of .92 (see Table 24).
Question 12 on the Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey was, “If you did not revise
your draft, why did you not? Rate each option on a scale of 1-3 (1=biggest motivator, 2=did not
think about/consider, 3=smallest motivator)”; descriptive statistics of the students’ responses
were assessed. The options each student responded to were “was satisfied with the grade I
received,” “thought I had achieved the target writing skill,” “was not interested in the
topic/assignment,” “had other assignments/classes to prepare for,” “did not feel the revision
would make a difference,” and “a revision was not required so I did not do one.” Three students
did not respond to Question 12 at all, so only 20 participant responses were examined for this
question. In response to the first option, “was satisfied with the grade I received,” twelve
students said this was the biggest motivation for why they did not revise, two said they did not

Table 24: Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey Question 11* Results
Q11a:
Motivation
Grade

Q11b:
Motivation
Improve
Writing Skill

Q11c:
Motivation
Prepare for AP
Test

Q11d:
Motivation Do
Better Than
Peers

Q11e:
Motivation
Impress
Teacher

Q11f:
Motivation
Prepare for
College

Q11g:
Motivation
Revision Was
Required

Biggest
22
9
8
3
3
7
8
motivator
Did not think
0
12
12
7
7
12
4
about
Smallest
1
2
2
13
13
4
11
motivator
Total
23
23
23
23
23
23
23
Mean
1.09
1.70
1.78
2.43
2.43
1.87
2.13
Mode
1
2
2
3
3
2
3
St. Dev.
0.42
0.64
0.67
0.73
0.73
0.69
0.92
*Note. Question# 11: If and when you revised your drafts, why did you do so? Rate each option on a scale of 1-3 (1=biggest motivator, 2=did not
think about/consider, 3=smallest motivator).
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think about or consider this, and six said this was their smallest motivation, resulting in a mean
frequency of 1.7 and a standard deviation of .92. In response to option 12b, “thought I had
achieved the target writing skill,” four students said this was their biggest motivation, eleven
said they did not think about or consider it, and five students said this was their smallest
motivation for not revising their work, resulting in a mean frequency of 2.05 and a standard
deviation of .69. When asked to respond to option 12c, “was not interested in the topic/
assignment,” five students said this was the biggest motivation for not revising their
assignments, six said they did not consider or think about it, and nine said this was their smallest
motivation, resulting in a mean frequency of 2.20 and a standard deviation of .83. In response to
option 12d, “had other assignments/classes to prepare for,” eleven students said this was their
biggest motivation, three said they did not think about or consider this when they chose not to
revise their assignment, and six said this was their smallest motivation, resulting in a mean
frequency of 1.75 and a standard deviation of .91. When responding to question 12e, “did not
feel the revision would make a difference,” five students said this was their biggest motivation,
seven said they did not think about or consider this option, and eight said this was their smallest
motivation, resulting in a mean frequency of 2.15 and a standard deviation of .81. In response to
the last option for Question 12, “a revision was not required so I did not do one,” three students
said this was their biggest motivation, four said they did not think about or consider it, and
thirteen said this was the smallest motivation for not revising their work, resulting in a mean
frequency of 2.50 and a standard deviation of .76 (see Table 25).

Table 25: Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey Question 12* Results
Q12a: No Revliked Grade

Q12b: No RevAchieved Skill

Q12c: No RevNot Interested
in Topic

Q12d: No RevOther
Assigns/Classes

Q12e: No RevFelt it wouldn’t
Make Diff

Q12f: No RevNot Required

Biggest
12
4
5
11
5
3
motivator
Did not think
2
11
6
3
7
4
about
Smallest
6
5
9
6
8
13
Motivator
Total
20
20
20
20
20
20
Missing (-9)
3
3
3
3
3
3
Mean
1.70
2.05
2.20
1.75
2.15
2.50
Mode
1
2
3
1
3
3
St. Dev.
0.92
0.69
0.83
0.91
0.81
0.76
*Note. Question# 12: If you did not revise your draft, why did you not? Rate each option on a scale of 1-3 (1=biggest motivator, 2=did not think
about/consider, 3=smallest motivator).
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

The following section discusses the potential conclusions that can be drawn from
analyzing the evidence gathered for the current study. While many conclusions were apparent, it
became overwhelmingly clear that future research on 12th-grade AP literature students should
include larger sample sizes because the results of the hierarchical multiple regression and binary
logistic regression analyses trended toward a mindset and goal orientation, which was expected;
however, the mindset and goal orientation results were not statistically significant, and the
growth mindset and mastery orientation scores of the students did not increase as expected. A
larger sample size might clarify if the analyzed factors were related or not.
Type and Focus of Feedback on Writing Assignments
The first purpose of this study was to describe the kind of feedback a teacher of 12thgrade AP literature gave students on their essays. After examining the coded comments and
results of the descriptive statistics analysis, several conclusions were apparent. Directive
comments were the most common type of feedback this teacher gave. She specifically told the
students what exact correction needed to be made and how they should make that correction
more often than she provided facilitative feedback. Facilitative comments were the second most
common form of feedback students received, and nonspecific comments were least frequent.
Facilitative feedback was expected to be the most frequent type of feedback for at least
two reasons. First, the teacher had participated in extensive professional development work with
growth mindset. Growth mindset professional development often encourages teachers to guide
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students to use effective strategies to improve, rather than telling students exactly what they
should do to improve and how to do it. The goal is for students to “focu[s] on the process of
achievement,” so they have strategies to employ in each instance that they must make
improvements (Dweck, 2007, p. 5). Second, the advanced level of the course made it seem that
the teacher would challenge the students to develop their own improvements. Nevertheless,
despite the advanced level of the course and the teacher’s extensive professional development,
she provided more directive than facilitative feedback to students.
Underwood and Tregidgo (2006) argued that feedback is most effective if students “(1)
notice it, (2) accept it, and (3) understand what to do with it” (p. 75). The teacher’s use of more
directive than facilitative feedback may have been due to her focus on students knowing what
exact corrections needed to be made so they can improve their writing skills for the AP exam.
Facilitative comments require the students to decide for themselves how to improve a specific
part of their assignment. The teacher’s facilitative feedback may highlight a section that needs
improvement, but it would not specifically state how to further develop the student’s argument or
idea. Past research has found students respond more favorably to facilitative feedback, meaning
they pay more attention to and use such comments for their improvement, because they feel more
in control of the writing process. Researchers in two studies specifically reported that directive
comments could hinder students’ improvement of their writing skills because they could feel that
they do not have much autonomy in making improvements, which could cause students to
become disinterested (Ransdell, 1999; Underwood & Tregidgo, 2006, p. 81-84). The connection
between students’ reactions to the type of feedback they receive and the actions they take as a
result would make one expect that the more facilitative feedback students receive, the more
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likely they would be to focus on improving their skills, which might also facilitate a growth
mindset and mastery orientation.
The most common focus of all the comments was on the content/ideas of the students’
writing assignment. The teacher overwhelming wanted students to consider what message they
were conveying to the reader and how they were presenting that message. The second most
common focus of the teacher’s feedback was on the vocabulary/word choice the students used in
their assignments, which might be due to the connection between the words we choose and the
message we convey when presenting an argument or idea. It was expected that feedback focused
on the content/ideas of the students’ writing would be the most frequent focus of the feedback
the teacher gave. The AP setting and the high-achieving student population in this study led me
to believe the teacher would focus most on the content and arguments the students were
presenting. Many high school teachers would expect high-achieving, AP students to have a better
understanding of grammar, mechanics, and spelling, resulting in fewer errors in those areas.
Later in this chapter, student perceptions of what their teacher’s feedback focused on will be
compared to the actual focus of the teacher’s feedback.
The implications of these findings are that teachers may want to actively decide when it
is appropriate to give directive feedback, telling their students where improvements need to be
made and exactly how to make those improvements, and when to challenge their students with
facilitative feedback, encouraging the student to autonomously decide how to make
improvements. Teachers should focus on how they are wording their feedback to students and
what the focus of their feedback should be compared to the overall goals of their course. Future
studies could examine how much longer it takes to give facilitative rather than directive feedback
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and whether the time it takes to give such feedback impacts the type of feedback teachers
provide. Future studies could also recreate the conditions of the current study to understand
whether the results generalize to other teachers, and if the results do generalize to other teachers,
why this is occurs. Another potential idea for a future study would be to examine the teacher’s
perspective of the type and focus of feedback given to students.
Relationships Between Feedback and Students’ Mindset and Goal Orientation
The second research question pertained to whether the type of feedback 12th-grade AP
literature students received related to their mindset beliefs about learning to write and their goal
orientations in the AP literature class. Analysis revealed nonspecific feedback to be the only
predictor of change in the students’ growth mindset, fixed mindset, and mastery goal orientation
at the end of the year. The three types of feedback, directive, facilitative, and nonspecific, were
not independent predictors of change in the students’ performance avoidance or approach goal
orientation at the end of the year. The variables were skewed, which could have impacted the
results, leading to nonspecific feedback being the only predictor of the student’s mindset and
goal orientation. The students who participated in the current study displayed a growth mindset
and mastery goal orientation inclination at the end of the year.
The revision option and growth mindset strategies the teacher used were expected to
strengthen the growth mindset and mastery goal orientation of students. Students’ fixed mindset
and performance avoidance scores were expected to weaken, and their performance approach
was expected to strengthen potentially because of the overall course and student focus on the AP
test at the end of the year—though the focus on the AP test was not a factor that was assessed in
the current study. The results were nearly the opposite. Facilitative and directive feedback were
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also expected to be independent predictors of the students’ mindset and goal orientation—not
nonspecific feedback. Future studies should consider including multiple teachers and classes to
reassess the relationship between feedback and mindset and goal orientation of 12th-grade AP
literature students.
Past research reported that students responded more positively to facilitative feedback.
The research did not specifically mention nonspecific, but Ransdell (1999) and Underwood and
Tregidgo (2006) argued that directive comments made students feel a lack of control over their
writing process because such feedback tells the student exactly what correction needs to be made
and exactly how the student must make the improvement. Prior to examining the results, it was
expected that nonspecific feedback would be more confusing than helpful to the students. Upon
further reflection, it’s possible that, although nonspecific feedback is not as explicit as facilitative
feedback, nonspecific feedback still shows the student an area that needs improvement—like
facilitative feedback—but it does not take control of the student’s writing process—like directive
feedback; however, it must be noted that between all three essay assignments nonspecific
feedback only occurred rarely. Again, the discrepancy between past research and the current
study may be due to the small sample size, which future studies should consider. Several past
studies included multiple classes, university students, or younger high school students (Baradine
et al., 2000; Beason, 1993; Ferris, 1995); the current study, however, only included one class of
higher achieving high school seniors.
Mueller and Dweck (1998) and Kamins and Dweck (1999) found that the focus of praise
and criticism did have an impact on the mindset and goal orientation of students, though they
analyzed whether the praise and/or criticism was focused on the intelligence of the student or the

96
effort the student displayed. In their findings, intelligence-focused feedback led to a fixed
mindset and helpless responses to failure, and effort-focused feedback led to growth mindset and
mastery-oriented responses from the students. The current study’s sample size was significantly
smaller than these two aforementioned studies, and those two studies were focused on
elementary students rather than 12th-grade AP students. Future studies should consider these
factors.
If teachers decide to focus on their impact on the mindset and goal orientations of their
students, they may need to consider the impact of other factors in their classroom and teaching
methods—beyond feedback. Teacher should still carefully consider the messages their feedback
sends about what is valued in the course and the overall learning process. More research is
needed, however, to examine the relationship between feedback and 12th-grade AP literature
students’ mindset and goal orientations.
Student Perceptions and Use of Teacher Feedback
A third purpose of this study was to investigate how students describe their teacher’s
feedback and the students’ use of it. It was clear that, overall, students reviewed their teacher’s
feedback when their writing assignments were returned to them, and the students reported using
their teacher’s feedback as a tool for improving either the current assignment or future
assignments. When asked how much of their teacher’s feedback they reflected on, most students
when asked both about their first drafts and their final drafts claimed they reviewed and
considered “a lot” of the comments they received. If teacher feedback is most effective when
students “(1) notice it, (2) accept it, and (3) understand what to do with it”—as Underwood and
Tregidgo (2006) argued—then in the case of this study’s participants, step 1, “notice it,” was
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achieved. Baradine et al. (2000) found that the participants in their study only reflected on their
teacher’s feedback briefly, which does not necessarily align with the claims of the students who
participated in the current study. As far as the students’ perception of the focus of their teacher’s
feedback, more than half believed “a lot” of their teacher’s comments were focused on the
content/ideas of their first drafts, and one-third believed “a lot” of their teacher’s comments on
their final drafts were focused on the content/ideas of their essays. Most of the teacher
comments were coded as being focused on the content/ideas of the students’ work. In Ferris
(1995), students believed that most of their teacher’s feedback was focused on the grammar of
their essay, “followed (in this order) by organization, content, mechanics . . . and vocabulary” (p.
40). The students’ perception that most of their teacher’s feedback was focused on the grammar
of their essays frustrated the teachers who participated in the Ferris (1995) study because the
university at which these teachers were employed had mandated that the teachers focus mostly
on the content of their students’ work. In the case of the current study, the students’ perception
mirrored the reality of their teacher’s feedback, which was the expectation prior to examining the
data.
According to Underwood and Tregidgo (2006), the second step in effective teacher
feedback is students “accepting” their teacher’s feedback. The current study did not explicitly
ask the student participants if they “accepted” their teacher’s feedback, but when asked if they
felt their teacher’s feedback helped them improve, more than half of students reported they
believed their teacher’s feedback was useful as a guide for improvement. When asked what they
did after reading their teacher’s feedback on graded assignments, nearly all the students reported
either: a) reviewing their teacher’s feedback and then revising their assignment on their own or
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b) meeting with their teacher to review the feedback they received, revealing the process they
took to “accept” the feedback their teacher gave them. Before completing the study, it was
expected that the advanced achievement levels of the participating students would motivate the
students to use their teacher’s feedback as a tool for improvement.
The last aspect of effective feedback, as reported by Underwood and Tregidgo (2006), is
students “understand[ing] what to do with it” (p. 40). Through their process of accepting their
teacher’s feedback, students also showed how they go about “understand[ing] what to do with
it.” When asked if they found their teacher’s feedback to be confusing, most responded “no,”
their teacher’s comments were not confusing, but when the students were asked what they did if
their teacher’s feedback was confusing, many students said they met with their teacher. Even if
many students felt that the feedback they received was not confusing, the same majority reported
knowing what to do if they were ever confused. Similarly, Ferris (1995) and Williams (1997)
found that most of the students understood their teacher’s feedback and what to do with it.
When asked what type of feedback they preferred—directive or facilitative—most
students in the current study said they appreciated a combination of both types of feedback.
Many explained they liked having the independence and challenge that facilitative feedback
allotted them, but they also liked the specificity of directive comments. Ransdell (1999) and
Underwood and Tregidgo (2006) argued that students responded more favorably to and preferred
facilitative comments over directive comments, but it seems more realistic that students would
appreciate a combination of the two. While facilitative feedback challenges students to develop
their own improvements, it is understandable that in some instances a student would want to be
told what specific improvement needs to be made. The student responses in the current study
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showed agreement with past research that they wanted control of their own writing process—
they just did not always need that control; there were times that the students wanted explicit
guidance from their teacher as well.
Teachers who consider the results of this study could consider communicating
consistently throughout the year with their students about what they, the teachers, want the
students to gain from the feedback given on assignments. Teachers could also make attempts to
gauge their students’ perceptions of the feedback the teachers are giving whether that be through
surveys or student/teacher meetings. Future studies should consider having teachers record how
many times students request a meeting to discuss the feedback they received. While most
students who participated in the current study reported meeting with their teacher, there is no
evidence to corroborate this claim. Future studies could also gather evidence of what the teacher
specifically communicates to students about the purpose of teacher feedback and how to use it
and then compare that evidence to student perceptions of teacher feedback.
Types of Feedback Predict Choice to Revise

The last purpose of the study was to investigate whether objectively measured (coded)
types of feedback predicted students’ choice to revise their writing. Unfortunately, the analysis
reported that feedback did not have a statistical impact on the students’ choice to revise. Before
examining the result, it was expected that either facilitative or directive feedback would have an
impact on the student’s choice to revise. It is also possible that feedback is not a factor in a
student’s choice to revise; other factors such as grades, teacher/student interactions, classroom
environment/expectation, or parent expectations might be more related to a student’s revision
decisions; future studies could examine these factors and others more closely. Williams (1997)
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reported that students revised their assignments because their teacher made them or because they
wanted “a better grade.” A possible explanation for the actual results reported here is that the
sample size is too small to lead to any statistically significant impact of feedback on a student’s
choice to revise.
The Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey asked the student participants what their
motivations were for improving. Nearly all the students said receiving a better grade was their
biggest motivator for revising their assignment, indicating a performance approach goal
orientation. More than half of the students said they did not think about trying to improve their
writing skills, preparing for the AP test, or preparing for college when they chose to revise.
When asked if doing better than their peers or impressing their teacher was a factor in their
choice to revise, more than half said these motivations were the least of their concerns. From the
students’ self-reports, a better grade had the biggest impact on their choice to revise, indicating a
performance approach goal orientation. When asked why they chose not to revise their
assignments, about half of the students said that if they were satisfied with their grade or if they
had important assignments for other classes they would not revise their assignment, indicating a
performance avoidance goal orientation. Less than half of the students thought about trying to
improve their writing skills when they made their choice to revise. The students’ responses were
consistent with the arguments made in Baradine et al. (2000), which stated that students were
most concerned about their grades when they were deciding if they were going to revise their
work.
If teachers want students to consider other motivations for revising their work, they
should consider making revisions voluntary, which means students must choose to revise instead
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of being forced to do so, and teachers should consider the recommendation Underwood and
Tregidgo (2006) gave, which was to not show the student their grade before a revision is made.
When students receive a grade on an initial draft, they will focus on that aspect of their returned
work more than the skills they achieved or the feedback they received. Future studies should
consider using a larger sample size and examining the motivation students have for revising or
improving their skills when they do not receive a grade on their initial drafts.
Limitations

There are several limitations to the current study. First, the participants in the study
include only one teacher from one school over a single school year. Second, the number of
participants is also limited. A larger population of students across several different classrooms
throughout several school years could offer more evidence for analysis. Third, the data does not
include standardized assessments, which could offer a more objective evaluation of the students’
improvement of their writing skills. Rather, the teacher involved in the study is the only
evaluator of students’ writing and improvement, which does offer some consistency to the data
collected. Fourth, the researcher of the current study was working on her own to code the
teacher’s collected evidence. Additional researchers or assistants could offer clarification of the
interpretation for the coding of teacher feedback and student written responses on the surveys.
Fifth, the teacher created her own Mindset and Feedback Survey based on her professional
development training on mindset and goal orientation. The items she included did not distinguish
between performance approach and performance avoidance goals. She only created items for the
broader concepts of performance and mastery goals. It would have been ideal to focus items on
performance approach and performance avoidance within the same study and include it as part of
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the analyses. The current study works with existing teacher-collected evidence, so this was not
an option. The Mindset and Feedback Survey is a modified version of the surveys presented in
Dweck (2000); however, it was modified for writing consistent with the way Schmidt and
Shumow (2014) modified their surveys for science. The students did have growth mindset
training in the previous school year, so they may know (or feel that they know) what responses
the researcher is looking for. A limitation in the design of the study was that the teacher led
growth mindset professional development at her school, so there may not be variance in growth
versus fixed mindset feedback on the students’ written assignments. This could be limiting
because there is the possibility that all the students received growth mindset feedback, but this
could also be considered the best case scenario for examining growth mindset feedback. This
aspect of the design has the potential to affect the evidence related to Research Questions #2 and
3b.
Despite these limitations, the study makes several contributions. A 12th-grade AP
literature teacher tends to give directive feedback focused on the content/ideas of her students’
essays. Past research indicated that teacher feedback can be related to student mindset and goal
orientation, but the current study clarifies more research is needed on this relationship in 12thgrade AP literature classes. The current study clarifies that 12th-grade AP literature students tend
to believe their teacher’s feedback is mostly focused on the content/ideas of their assignments,
and these high-achieving students tend to use their teacher’s feedback as a guide for improving
current and future writing assignments. The current study was not able to show a statistically
significant connection between objectively coded feedback and students’ choice to revise their
assignments, but the student participants in the current study did report their grades were a
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motivation for their choice to revise. Further research into teachers’ pedagogical behaviors and
students’ choice to revise should be explored.
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Mindset and Feedback Survey

Directions: Do not put your name on this survey. Respond to the following prompts with your
most natural (first) reaction. When you complete the full survey, please keep it at your desk. The
surveys will be collected after everyone is finished.

1. You have a certain amount of intelligence, and you cannot really do much to change it.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Disagree
Somewhat

Agree
somewhat

Agree

Strongly
Agree

2. Your writing talent is something about you that you cannot change very much.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

Agree

Agree
Somewhat

Disagree
somewhat

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

3. When receiving feedback from my teachers on my writing, I prefer the teacher to tell me
what needs to be fixed and how to fix it. (i.e. “Add an example here.” “This needs to refer
to your thesis.”)
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Disagree
Somewhat

Agree
somewhat

Agree

Strongly
Agree

4. No matter who you are, you can significantly change your writing skill level.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

Agree

Agree
Somewhat

Disagree
somewhat

Disagree

Strongly
disagree
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5. When receiving feedback from my teachers on my writing, I prefer the teacher to ask me
guiding questions that show me an area that needs improvement but gives me the
opportunity to decide how to make the improvement. (i.e. “How does this support your
thesis?” “What would be the most effective way to arrange your argument to best support
your thesis?”)
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Disagree
Somewhat

Agree
somewhat

Agree

Strongly
Agree

6. You can change even your basic intelligence level considerably.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

Agree

Agree
Somewhat

Disagree
somewhat

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

7. To be honest, you cannot really change how talented you are in writing.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Disagree
Somewhat

Agree
somewhat

Agree

Strongly
Agree

8. I read my teachers comments on my writing, so I know how to improve my writing.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

Agree

Agree
Somewhat

Disagree
somewhat

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

9. You can always substantially change how skilled you are in writing.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Disagree
Somewhat

Agree
somewhat

Agree

Strongly
Agree
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10. My goal on writing assignments is to perform better than the other students.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

Agree

Agree
Somewhat

Disagree
somewhat

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

11. You can learn new things, but you cannot really change your basic intelligence.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Disagree
Somewhat

Agree
somewhat

Agree

Strongly
Agree

12. When my teacher gives me suggestions for improving my writing, he/she is showing me
what I did wrong.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

Agree

Agree
Somewhat

Disagree
somewhat

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

13. No matter how much intelligence you have, you can always change it quite a bit.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Disagree
Somewhat

Agree
somewhat

Agree

Strongly
Agree

14. You either write well or you don’t—there is not much you can change about it.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

Agree

Agree
Somewhat

Disagree
somewhat

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

15. When I get my paper back, I look at my grade and put it away.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Disagree
Somewhat

Agree
somewhat

Agree

Strongly
Agree
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16. Your talent in an area is something about you that you cannot change very much.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

Agree

Agree
Somewhat

Disagree
somewhat

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

17. My goal on writing assignments is to improve as much as possible.

1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Disagree
Somewhat

Agree
somewhat

Agree

Strongly
Agree

18. No matter who you are, you can significantly change your writing abilities.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

Agree

Agree
Somewhat

Disagree
somewhat

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

19. When my teacher makes comments on my papers, he/she is showing me an area of my
writing that needs improvement.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Disagree
Somewhat

Agree
somewhat

Agree

Strongly
Agree

20. To be honest, you cannot really change how much writing talent you have.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

Agree

Agree
Somewhat

Disagree
somewhat

Disagree

Strongly
disagree
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21. You can learn to write better if you put effort into learning how to explain yourself well
and clarify your arguments.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Disagree
Somewhat

Agree
somewhat

Agree

Strongly
Agree

22. I look at my teachers comments on my writing, so I know how to get a better grade.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

Agree

Agree
Somewhat

Disagree
somewhat

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

23. No matter what kind of writer you are to begin with, you can always learn how to
improve.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Disagree
Somewhat

Agree
somewhat

Agree

Strongly
Agree

24. When I get a paper back, I look at the comments and feedback my teacher gave me, so I
know how to improve my writing.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

Agree

Agree
Somewhat

Disagree
somewhat

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

25. An important reason why I work on my writing assignments is that I like to learn new
things.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Disagree
Somewhat

Agree
somewhat

Agree

Strongly
Agree

26. The main thing I want when I do my writing assignments is to show how good I am at it.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

Agree

Agree
Somewhat

Disagree
somewhat

Disagree

Strongly
disagree
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27. When a writing assignment is hard, it just makes me want to work more on it, not less.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Disagree
Somewhat

Agree
somewhat

Agree

Strongly
Agree

28. If a writing assignment is hard, it means I will probably learn a lot doing it.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

Agree

Agree
Somewhat

Disagree
somewhat

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

29. To tell the truth, when I work hard on my writing assignments, it makes me feel like I am
not very smart.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Disagree
Somewhat

Agree
somewhat

Agree

Strongly
Agree

30. You only know you are good at writing is when it comes easily to you.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
agree

Agree

Agree
Somewhat

Disagree
somewhat

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

APPENDIX B1
WRITING ASSIGNMENT AND FEEDBACK SURVEY

1

Adapted from the Composition Survey given to participants in Ferris (1995). Items were modified and added to fix
the current study.
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Writing Assignment and Feedback Survey
PLEASE TAKE OUT AT LEAST 1 WRITING ASSIGNMENT ON WHICH YOU
RECEIVED FEEDBACK FROM YOUR TEACHER—You may want to look back at a
past graded assignment during this survey. You completed revisions for writing assignments
in this class. The first writing assignment of the year required a revision, and revisions were
voluntary on the writing assignments that followed. You received feedback in the form of written
comments or corrections from your teacher for each writing assignment this year. Respond to the
following prompts with your most natural (first) reaction.

Directions: Do not put your name on this survey. You will receive an identification number to
put on this survey, so your responses remain anonymous. When you complete the full survey,
please put it in the pre-addressed envelope that will be sent directly to the researcher.

1. How much of each writing assignment do you read over when your teacher returns it to
you? (Circle one for each draft option)
1st/2nd Draft

A lot of it

Some of it

A little of it

None of it

Final Draft

A lot of it

Some of it

A little of it

None of it

2. How many of the teacher’s feedback (comments and correction) do you think about
carefully? (Circle one for each draft option)
A little of
1st/2nd Draft
A lot of them Some of them
None of them
them
A little of
Final Draft
A lot of them Some of them
None of them
them
3. How much of the feedback (comments and correction) involve:
Definition to clarify following terms
Organization relates to the “transition, flow,
and order” of a paper

The content and ideas of the paper relates to
the information and arguments the writer
presents.

Grammar and mechanics relates to the
sentence structure, spelling, punctuation, and
capitalization

Vocabulary relates to word choice
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1st/2nd Draft

A lot

Some

A little

None

A lot

Some

A little

None

Organization
Content/Ideas
Grammar/Mechanics (e.g.,
punctuation, spelling)
Vocabulary

Final Draft
Organization
Content/Ideas
Grammar/Mechanics (e.g.,
punctuation, spelling)
Vocabulary

4. If you pay attention to what your teacher wrote, how much attention do you pay to the
feedback (comments and correction) involving:

1st/2nd Draft
Organization
Content/Ideas
Grammar/Mechanics (e.g.,
punctuation, spelling)
Vocabulary

A lot

Some

A little

None

Not
Applicable
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Final Draft

A lot

Some

A little

None

Not
Applicable

Organization
Content/Ideas
Grammar/Mechanics (e.g.,
punctuation, spelling)
Vocabulary

5. Describe what you do after you read your teacher’s feedback (e.g., Do you look up the
corrections in a grammar book/website? See a tutor/ask your teacher? Rewrite your
paper?)
1st/2nd Drafts:
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

Final Drafts:
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
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6. Is there ever any feedback (comments or corrections) that you do not understand? If so,
can you give any examples? What was confusing about the comment or correction?

______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

7. What do you do about the feedback (comments and correction) that you do not
understand?

______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

8. Are any of your teacher’s comments positive? If so, can you give an example?

______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
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9. Do you feel that your teacher’s feedback (comments and corrections) help you to
improve your writing skills? Why or why not?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

10. Which type of comments were most helpful: directive comments that specifically told
you what to change/improve and how to do it, facilitative comments that gave you
suggestions or indicated an area that needed improvement but allowed you to decide what
specific revisions to make, OR maybe a combination of the two? Explain
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
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11. If and when you revised your drafts, why did you do so? Rate each option on a scale of 13 (1=biggest motivator, 2=did not think about/consider, 3=smallest motivator):
Rate each option on scale of 1-3
Option

(1=biggest motivator, 2=did not think
about/consider, 3=smallest motivator)

Wanted a better grade
Wanted to improve a writing skill
Wanted to prepare for the AP test
Wanted to do better than my peers
Wanted to impress my teacher
Wanted to prepare for college
The revision was required
Explanation of Q# 11:
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

12. If you did not revise your draft, why did you not? Rate each option on a scale of 1-3
(1=biggest motivator, 2=did not think about/consider, 3=smallest motivator:
Rate each option on scale of 1-3
Option
(1=biggest motivator, 2=did not think
about/consider, 3=smallest motivator)

Was satisfied with the grade I received
Thought I had achieved the target writing skill
Was not interested in the topic/assignment
Had other assignments/classes to prepare for
Did not feel the revision would make a difference
A revision was not required so I did not do one
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Explanation of Q# 12:
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

13. Why did you take AP Literature?
Rate each option on scale
of 1-3 (1=biggest motivator,

Option

2=did not think about/
consider, 3=smallest motivator)

Wanted to improve my writing skills
Wanted to get a college English credit by doing well on the exam
Wanted to improve my literature comprehension skills
Wanted to boost my GPA
Was told I had to (by parent/teacher or for college admittance
purposes)
My friends/peers were so I choose to as well

Explanation of Q# 13:
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

14. Thinking back to the beginning of the school year, how would you rate yourself as a
writer BEFORE taking AP English?
1

2

3

4

Poor

Fair

Good

Excellent
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15. Now that you have taken at least one semester of AP English, how would you rate
yourself as a writer NOW?
1

2

3

4

Poor

Fair

Good

Excellent

APPENDIX C
CODING OF FEEDBACK
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Coding of Feedback
First research question—What kind of feedback does a teacher of 12th grade AP literature give
student on their essays (writing assignments)?—the teacher’s feedback on the students’ written
assignments will be coded:
•

1=Facilitative

•

2=Directive

•

3=Feedback that is not specific or vague

Feedback will also be coded as related to the organization, content/ideas, grammar, vocabulary,
or mechanics of the students’ writing:
•

A=organization

•

B=content/ideas

•

C = grammar/mechanics/spelling

•

D=vocabulary.

Examples of coding:
•

A comment such as “add a comma here” would be coded as “2C” because it is
directive feedback referring to grammar/mechanics.

•

A comment such as “how could you clarify the connection between your thesis
and this evidence?” would be coded as “1B” because it is facilitative feedback
referring to the content/ideas of the paper.

